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North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

Executive Summary
1.0 Purpose and Need

Study Area Setting and Context

The North-Hardy Corridor stretches approximately 30 miles from Downtown Houston north to
The Woodlands and SH 242 in Montgomery County principally in the area between IH-45 and
the Hardy Toll Road. The corridor also extends east to include Bush Intercontinental Airport
(IAH). In addition, segments of IH-45 and US 59 south of Downtown for approximately 4 miles
are included in the study area. The study area is depicted in Exhibit ES.1.

The North-Hardy Corridor covers a diverse geographic area that connects the rapidly growing
northern suburbs and the re-developing Near Northside neighborhoods to Downtown and other
activity centers in Houston.

Per the community’'s wishes, transit alternatives were examined and a Locally Preferred
Investment Strategy (LPIS) was selected prior to detailed evaluation of highway alternatives.
The transit alternatives are discussed in the North-Hardy Corridor Alternatives Analysis Report
dated July 28, 2003. This document focuses on the evaluation of the highway alternatives to
meet the residual corridor travel demand.

Exhibit ES.1. Study Area

MER0
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Growth, Development, and Mobility Issues

The North-Hardy Corridor growth rate is expected to be slightly less than the metropolitan area
average over the next 25 years. Population is projected to increase by about 126,000 people
from just fewer than 400,000 in 2000 to about 526,000 in 2025. This represents an approximate
population growth rate of 32% or about 1.3% per year. Employment is expected to increase
from about 386,000 in 2000 to just over 483,000 in 2025. This increase of almost 97,000 jobs
equates to a growth rate of approximately 25% or about 1% per year. Exhibit ES.2 details the
current and forecasted population and employment figures for the North-Hardy Corridor by sub
area and in total. A significant amount of both population and employment growth is projected
to occur to the west of IH-45 and in The Woodlands area. The population growth rate for the
area west of IH-45 and The Woodlands is expected to be 35%, while employment is expected to
grow by 40%.

Exhibit ES.2: North-Hardy Corridor Growth

Population Employment
Area (2000) (2025) (2000) (2025)
Downtown/Midtown/Binz 25,698 36,757 184,414 206,871
Near Northside Village 52,601 57,575 29,240 33,755
Northline Area 59,081 65,740 23,243 24,467
Aldine Area 66,346 88,565 33,892 46,012
Bush Intercontinental/ Greenspoint 46,967 82,800 69,924 104,272
Spring Area 52,836 78,836 11,151 21,942
Woodlands/S. Montgomery County 96,171 115,795 34,609 45,822
Total 399,700 525,795 386,471 483,141

Source: Houston-Galveston Area Council

Date:  3/2002

Travel patterns in the North-Hardy Corridor are very diverse ranging from long commutes from
the outer suburbs to short trips in the inner city. Major trip destinations for The Woodlands
include the FM 1960 at IH-45 area, Bush Intercontinental Airport, the Greenspoint Mall area,
and Downtown Houston. The FM 1960 at IH-45 area is projected to generate trips to The
Woodlands, Bush Intercontinental Airport, the Greenspoint Mall area, Downtown Houston, and
to a lesser extent to the Near Northside Village area. The Bush Intercontinental Airport zone will
generate trips destined for the FM 1960 at IH-45 area, the Greenspoint Mall area, Downtown
Houston, and again to a lesser extent to the Near Northside Village. Trips generated in the
Greenspoint Mall area are expected to be destined to The Woodlands, the FM 1960 at IH-45
area, Bush Intercontinental Airport, and to a lesser extent to Downtown Houston and the Near
Northside Village area.

Transportation Facilities and Services in the North-Hardy Corridor

The major north-south highway facilities in the North-Hardy Corridor are IH-45 and the Hardy
Toll Road. Traversing the corridor east-west are IH-10, IH-610 (North Loop), Beltway 8, FM
1960, and the proposed Grand Parkway. Major north-south arterials that parallel or feed the
corridor include Gosling, Aldine Westfield, Hardy Road, Imperial Valley, Ella, Kuykendahl,
Veterans Memorial, Airline, W. Montgomery, N. Shepherd, Fulton, Irvington, and N. Main.

ES-2



Major east-west cross streets include SH 242, Research Forest, Woodlands Parkway,
Rayford/Sawdust, FM 2920, Spring Cypress, Spring Stuebner, FM 2920, Louetta,
Cypresswood, Richey, Airtex, Rankin, Spears, Gears, Greens Road, Aldine Bender, West
Road, W. Mt. Houston, Gulf Bank, Little York, Parker, Tidwell, Crosstimbers, and Cavalcade.

Current conditions along IH-45 are as follows:

¢ From Downtown to Beltway 8, IH-45 is a 9 lane cross section, with 8 general purpose
lanes and 1 reversible HOV lane.

e From Beltway 8 to FM 1960, IH-45 is an 11 lane cross section, with 10 general purpose
lanes and 1 reversible HOV lane.

e From FM 1960 to SH 242, IH-45 is an 8 lane cross section, with 8 general purpose
lanes.

Current daily traffic volumes, volume to capacity (V/C) ratios, and peak period speeds along the
IH-45 are shown in Exhibit ES.3. V/C ratios that are less than 0.85 are considered to represent
tolerable traffic conditions. V/C ratios between 0.85 and 1.00 indicate a modest level of traffic
congestion. V/C ratios over 1.00 move into the serious traffic congestion range and over 1.25
indicates a severe level of traffic congestion. These relative levels of traffic congestion are also
reflected in the peak period speed for the different sections of IH-45. Use of the one-way
reversible HOV lane is controlled, which allows it to operate at much higher speeds. The growth
in population and employment anticipated in the study area is expected to increase traffic
volumes and traffic congestion in the corridor.

Exhibit ES.3: IH-45 Traffic Volumes

Volume to

2000 Daily Capacity Level of Peak

Traffic Ratio Service Period

Section Volume (VIC) (LOS) Speed
IH-10 to IH-610 224,000 1.11 E 36 mph
IH-610 to Beltway 8 262,000 1.30 E 31 mph
Beltway 8 to FM 1960 234,000 0.93 D 40 mph
FM 1960 to SH 242 158,000 0.88 D 42 mph
Reversible HOV Lane 7,322 0.43 B 55+ mph

Source: Texas Department of Transportation, Houston-Galveston Area Council as compiled by Carter &
Burgess, Inc. Date: 2/2002

METRO provides quality local bus service throughout much of the Corridor. Transit centers
exist within the Corridor at Greenspoint Mall and Northline Mall. Transit centers near the
Corridor include the Fifth Ward/Denver Harbor and Heights Transit Centers. In addition,
METRO and Brazos Transit express buses utilize the IH-45 HOV lane and direct access ramps
to provide peak direction service between Downtown and park-and-ride lots at Research Forest,
Sawdust, Spring, Seton Lake, Kuykendahl, and N. Shepherd. Several local bus routes offer
transfer opportunities at the park-and-ride lots in addition to the transit centers within and near
the Corridor. Taxis and shuttles, and two METRO express bus routes connect Bush
Intercontinental Airport to hotels and employment centers including Greenspoint Mall and
Downtown Houston.

ES-3



Transportation Goals and Objectives

The overall transportation goal of the North-Hardy Corridor Planning Studies is to improve the
transportation system in the Corridor by maximizing mode choice and mobility with
environmentally sensitive transit and roadway projects that encourage economic development
and revitalization. This overall transportation goal reflects the regional transportation system
goals for the metropolitan area.

Specific objectives for the North-Hardy Corridor Planning Studies include the following:
e Seek transportation options that will maximize the use of transit in the Corridor

e Seek transportation options that will maximize the use of the Hardy Toll Road by
commuter and truck traffic

e Seek transportation options that will improve freeway operating conditions on IH-45 with
no or minimal need for additional right-of-way

Specific Problems Related to the North-Hardy Corridor

Generally, the transportation system deficiencies found in the North-Hardy Corridor include the
following:

e Congestion in both directions on IH-45, particularly on the older segments immediately
north of Downtown for both the existing situation and into the future.

e EXxisting reversible HOV lane cannot serve both inbound and outbound travel demand at
the same time. Therefore, suburban markets may not be adequately served currently in
the non-peak direction.

o The pavement on IH-45 south of Shepherd needs to be rehabilitated and the freeway
needs to be brought up to current design standards.

e During periods of heavy rainfall, White Oak Bayou floods the depressed section of IH-45
in the vicinity of Main Street.

e Lack of continuity of the thoroughfare system forces short and mid-distance auto trips on
to already-congested IH-45.

o Lack of viable alternatives to the private auto for many trips to suburban activity centers
in the Corridor, including Bush Intercontinental Airport, the greater Greenspoint area,
and The Woodlands.

o Existing express/commuter-oriented transit service is heavily focused on providing
commute trips to Downtown Houston around traditional work hours.

¢ Anticipated population and employment growth is expected to exacerbate the problems
described above.

Status of Transit Alternatives Analysis

The analysis of the highway alternatives was set aside at the request of the community until the
Local Preferred Investment Strategy (LPIS) for transit had been identified. The study of the
transit alternatives is now complete. The transit alternatives are discussed in the North-Hardy
Corridor Alternatives Analysis Report dated February, 2004. Exhibit ES.4 shows the LPIS for
transit and the Minimal Operable Segment, as approved by the METRO Board in November

ES-4



2003. Transit ridership on the LPIS is projected to be 15,950 LRT and 14,000 express bus
boardings per day.

Since analysis of the transit alternatives is now complete, and the LPIS for transit selected, the
analysis of the highway alternatives can now be concluded. This document focuses on the
evaluation of the highway alternatives to meet the residual corridor travel demand.

Exhibit ES.4: Locally Preferred Transit Investment Strategy

ES-5



2.0 Alternatives Considered

This section summarizes the first level alternatives screening and evaluation process for the
Highway Alternatives Analysis portion of the North-Hardy Corridor planning studies. This
section also summarizes the alternatives recommended to be studied in the next phase of the
study. Itis broken into four major sections: Initial Alternatives (includes both Transit and
Highway components); Evaluation Plan; Screening Process and Results; and Short List of
Alternatives for the highway component.

Range of Initial Alternatives

The No Build Alternative includes the Metropolitan Transit Authority (METRO) transit services
and facilities that were programmed to be in operation in FY 2007 and the regional
roadway/highway system that was programmed to be in place in 2022. It includes the
implementation of the Downtown to Reliant Park light rail service, starting in January 2004, but
incorporates no other new high capacity transit services. In addition to METRO service, the No
Build Alternative includes bus service into Houston provided by the Brazos Transit District
(Woodlands Service) and TREKEXPRESS (Fort Bend County/US 59 South). Roadway
improvements included in the No Build Alternative, except for IH-45 North where future
improvements were removed to test multiple IH-45 highway options, are identified in the
Houston-Galveston Area Council (H-GAC) 2022 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (Adopted
February 25, 2000). As a result, all highway elements in the IH-45 North and Hardy Toll road
corridors represent a FY 2007 level of investment.

The regional highway and roadway system is comprised of interstate and other federal
highways, state highways, county roads, toll roads, and arterial roadways in the eight-county
metropolitan area. In 2000, the regional roadway system totaled over 20,000 lane miles of
major highways and roads. In addition, the regional highway network incorporates a system of
freeway HOV lanes, most of which have been constructed and are used by METRO.

Regional roadway mobility levels will deteriorate unless planned transportation improvements
are implemented. The planned roadway improvements include expansion of the regional
roadway and HOV system. Between 2000 and 2022, freeway lane miles will increase by 1,269
miles, but centerline miles (construction of new freeway segments) will increase by only 122
miles. The smaller growth in centerline miles is indicative of more freeway widening projects
than construction of new freeways. The regional HOV system is also benefiting from the
freeway widening projects. METRO will be operating 112 miles of HOV lanes in 2007, up from
89 miles available in 2000. In addition, the arterial street system will undergo extensive
improvements. Supplementing the regional roadway network are toll roads and new toll lanes
being constructed by the Harris County Toll Road Authority (HCTRA). Currently, HCTRA
operates 87 centerline miles of toll roads and is constructing or planning to construct
approximately 139 centerline miles of toll facilities.

The Build Alternatives are major transit and highway improvements within the North-Hardy
Corridor. These transportation improvements are distinguished from the No Build Alternative in
terms of scope and capital requirements. The Build Alternatives are larger projects and more
capital intensive than the No Build Alternative. This section of the Executive Summary focuses
on potential Build Alternatives.

The Build Alternatives were developed after a review of past planning studies; stakeholder and
public meetings (including formal public and agency Scoping sessions); and analysis of
available technical information such as highway congestion data, transit ridership, demographic
forecasts, etc. The list of Build Alternatives is extensive and includes the following types of
improvements:
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e Light Rall

o Bus Rapid Transit

e People Mover

e Commuter Rall

e High Occupancy Vehicle (including express bus service) Lanes

e Intermodal Center (for Future Consideration) variously assumed to be an interface for
intercity rail, intercity bus, commuter rail, and/or local bus with AHCT

o Freeway Interchange Improvements

e Additional Freeway General Purpose Lanes

e Adding Reversible Peak Direction/Peak Period Lanes

¢ Adding Managed Freeway Lanes (defined as toll lanes managed to maintain a pre-defined
minimum level of service with available to High Occupancy Vehicles at a discount)

o Upgraded Arterials

e Modified On and Off Ramp Systems

Evaluation Plan

In order to properly assess the suitability of various alternatives, it is necessary to establish a
set of evaluation criteria. These criteria should provide a common basis of comparison for all
alternatives relative to the No Build Transit Alternative. The evaluation criteria, which were
established with public input and used to screen the initial set of alternatives for the North-Hardy
Corridor are as follows:

Economic Development Potential
Community Support

Capital Cost

Regional Perspective
Environmental Impacts
Community Impacts

Mobility Impacts

Ease of Implementation

The methodology and approach for screening the initial alternatives is a blend of technical
evaluation and public review and input. This evaluation plan defines the evaluation criteria and
measurement tools to be utilized to screen and evaluate the alternatives. The emphasis of this
evaluation plan is on the screening of the initial alternatives and focuses on qualitative criteria at
this conceptual level. The evaluation procedures include impacts and influences on
transportation systems, mobility, and travel patterns and impacts to and compatibility with the
natural, manmade, and social environments. They also include the potentials for and influences
on economic development.

Screening Process and Results

To begin the evaluation process, a technical work session was held on May 6, 2002 with the
consultant team, METRO, Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT), and the Houston-
Galveston Area Council (H-GAC) staff. The public review process involved work sessions with
stakeholders representing the six North-Hardy segments and three general public meetings.
Culminating the public review process, the Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) met on June
17, 2002. After a review of the results of the technical work session, the stakeholder work
sessions and the public meetings, the SAC offered advice on which initial alternatives should be
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carried into the next phase of study. A completed evaluation matrix (ES.5) presents the
evaluation results using the criteria and evaluation methodology. The last column of the matrix
indicates those alternatives recommended to be carried forward for further evaluation in the next
phase of the North-Hardy Planning Studies.

The list of conceptual alternatives included potential upgrades to north-south and east-west
arterials. These included the connection of Fulton to San Jacinto across the Union Pacific
Railroad and IH-10; an upgrade to North Shepherd; and widening of North Main, Airline, Fulton,
Parker, and Yale.

A preliminary analysis of upgrading North Shepherd to a “super arterial” was conducted early in
the alternatives analysis. A “super arterial” is defined as an arterial with grade separations at all
major cross streets. From IH 45 to Tidwell, North Shepherd could be upgraded to a “super
arterial”. However, south of Tidwell, a conversion to a “super arterial” would significantly impact
access to existing businesses and homes. Because of the access issue south of Tidwell, further
analysis of North Shepherd was not pursued.

As a part of the analysis of transit alternatives, the potential of widening Airline was explored
with the neighborhoods. The feedback received from residents and businesses was the
widening of Airline was unacceptable. The transit alternatives that traverses Airline is planned
to be on structure to avoid widening the street.

North Main from UH-Downtown to Boundary is the planned alignment for the North Corridor
LRT. To accommodate the LRT, North Main will be reduce from a six lane arterial to a two lane
street.

Fulton from its southern terminus at Burnett to IH 610 is a two lane street. In the past there has
been significant neighborhood opposition to widening Fulton through these limits. The North
Corridor LRT is planned to follow a portion of Fulton inside IH 610 and from IH 610 to
Crosstimbers. With the addition of the LRT, Fulton (from IH 610 to Crosstimbers) will be reduce
from a four lane divided street to a two lane street.

Of the potential upgrades, the following arterial improvements were incorporated into the travel
demand modeling process to better understand the ability of the arterial system to satisfy short
and medium distance trips, thereby removing these trips from the freeway system:

¢ Fulton from Crosstimbers to Parker (widen to 4 lanes)
o Parker from IH 45 to Holmstead (widen to 4 lane divided)
e Yale from Parker to Tidwell (widen to 4 lanes)
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North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis
Exhibit ES.5: Evaluation Matrix

Evaluation Criteria

Transit Mode or Economic Capital
] H|ghway Development  Community Cost Regional Environmental Community Mobility Ease of cher ) Carry to
Alignment  Project Potential Support Ranking Perspective Impacts Impacts Impacts  Implementation  Considerations  Next Phase
IH-45 LRT o] + - + + o] + - Requires close Yes
coordination with
BRT 0 - i} 0 * 0 + - IH-45 highway Yes
Highway improvements
o Freeway to o] o* o] o] o* o* - - Yes*
Standards
e Add1lane (o] o* - + o* o* + - Yes*
per direction
e Add 2 lane o o* - + o* o* + - Yes*
per direction
e Add Managed o o* - + o* o* + - Yes*
Lanes
e HOVto o + (o] (o] o* o* o] - Yes*
Standards
e HOV 2-way o + - + o* o* + - Yes*
Fulton to San Jacinto Arterial + + - o} o] + + o] Yes
Connection
Hardy LRT/Commuter o] - o] o} o] o] 0 - Railroad No
Rail unresponsive
LRT + + - + + + o] - Yes
BRT + o] - o] + + o] - Yes
Airline LRT + + o] + + + + - Yes
BRT + + o] o] + + + - Yes
Kuykendahl  LRT + + o] + o] o] + o] Yes
P&R to IAH
BRT + + o] o] o] o] + 0 Yes
Peoplemover + o] -- - o} - - - Requires No
transfer from
other modes
Kuykendahl  LRT + o] o] - o] + + o] No
BRT + + o] - o] + + o] Preserves ROW Yes

for future LRT

* If improvement can be made within existing ROW
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Short List of Alternatives

As a result of the screening of the initial alternatives, the short list of highway alternatives,
including one No-Build and six Build Alternatives were analyzed. The analysis of all highway
alternatives assumed that both the advanced high-capacity transit in the North-Hardy Corridor
and Hardy Toll Road improvements are in place. The assumptions for transit were the solutions
for the North-Hardy Corridor as approved by City of Houston voters in November, 2003, as
follows:

e North Corridor LRT from UH-Downtown to Bush IAH.
o Two-way express bus service on IH-45.
e First phase of LRT from UH-Downtown to Northline Mall.

The assumptions for the Hardy Toll Road improvements are those that are planned by the
Harris County Toll Road Authority, as follows:

¢ Hardy Toll Road Extension from IH-610 to Downtown

e Widen Hardy Toll Road to 6 lanes from Beltway 8 to IH-45 in Montgomery County.

Build Alternatives

Resulting from the initial level screening, six Highway Build Alternatives were carried forward for
further analysis. Because of the concerns raised by the public about the potential widening of
the IH 45 right-of-way, the initial level screening eliminated conceptual alternatives that would
require a more than a 12 lane cross section. The Highway Build Alternatives are described as
follows:

Highway Build Alternative 1

This alternative is a 12-lane cross section from IH-10 to FM 1960 consisting of 10 general
purpose lanes and two reversible, special purpose lanes. The special purpose lanes are one-
way reversible lanes that operate in the peak direction. One of the special purpose lanes is
dedicated to HOV use. The cross section from FM 1960 to SH 242 would consist of eight
general purpose lanes.

Highway Build Alternative 2

This alternative is a 12-lane cross section from IH-10 to Beltway 8 consisting of eight general
purpose lanes and four managed lanes. Managed lanes are separate facilities within the
freeway designed to provide dependable travel times for carpools, buses, and single occupant
vehicles willing to pay a toll. Tolls and vehicle occupancy requirements are used to maintain at
least a LOS C in the managed lanes at all times. From Beltway 8 to FM 1960 the cross section
would consist of 10 general purpose lanes and two concurrent flow HOV lanes. From FM 1960
to SH 242 the cross section would consist of eight general purpose lanes and two concurrent
flow HOV lanes.

Highway Build Alternative 3

This alternative is a 12-lane cross section from IH-10 to FM 1960 consisting of 10 general
purpose lanes and two barrier separated HOV lanes. The HOV lanes are envisioned to be a
two-way operation at all times. The cross section from FM 1960 to SH 242 would be eight
general purpose lanes and two barrier separated HOV lanes.
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Highway Build Alternative 4

This alternative is a 12-lane cross section from IH-10 to FM 1960 consisting of 10 general
purpose lanes and two non-barrier separated HOV lanes. The HOV lanes are envisioned to be
a two-way operation at all times. The cross section from FM 1960 to SH 242 would be eight
general purpose lanes and two non-barrier separated HOV lanes.

Highway Build Alternative 5

This alternative is a 10-lane cross section from IH-10 to Beltway 8 consisting of eight general
purpose lanes and two barrier separated HOV lanes. The HOV lanes are envisioned to be a
two-way operation at all times. From Beltway 8 to FM 1960 the cross section would consist of
10 general purpose lanes and two barrier separated HOV lanes. From FM 1960 to SH 242 the
cross section would consist of eight general purpose lanes and two barrier separated HOV
lanes.

Highway Build Alternative 6

This alternative is a 10-lane cross section from IH-10 to Beltway 8 consisting of eight general
purpose lanes and two non-barrier separated HOV lanes. The HOV lanes are envisioned to be
a two-way operation at all times. From Beltway 8 to FM 1960 the cross section would consist of
10 general purpose lanes and two non-barrier separated HOV lanes. From FM 1960 to SH 242
the cross section would consist of eight general purpose lanes and two non-barrier separated
HOV lanes.

3.0 Environmental Screening of Short Listed Alternatives

This section of the Executive Summary considers the potential environmental impacts of the
short list of highway alternatives that were identified for the corridor.

Environmental Factors Considered

A wide range of environmental factors was considered in the screening of the six Build
Alternatives. At this stage of the study, issues were assessed to determine how the proposed
alternatives compare when environmental factors are taken into account.

The environmental factors that were assessed range from urban elements, to natural elements
to cultural elements. Urban elements include consideration of such issues as the land use
impacts, noise, air quality impacts, safety and security, energy, impacts on existing
communities, and environmental justice considerations. The natural environmental elements
that were considered include wetlands, water quality and quantity, subsidence, floodplains, and
threatened and endangered species. The cultural elements include historic, archeological and
park resources.

Summary of Assessment of Impact

There is not a great deal to distinguish the Build Alternatives in terms of potential environmental
impacts in general. However, none of the proposed Build Alternatives would have such a
significant potential impact on environmental considerations as to constitute a fatal flaw.
Further consideration to the environment impacts will be given during the schematic
design/environmental review process, which is expected to begin following completion of the
planning phase.
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ES.6: Summary of Potential Environmental Impacts and Grading of Alternatives

No Build Build Build Build Build Build
Build Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5 Alt. 6
Urban Elements Low Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium  Medium
Natural Environment Low Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium  Medium
Cultural Resources Low Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium  Medium
Construction Impact N/A Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium  Medium
Total Grade B C C C C C C

4.0 Transportation Impacts

Introduction

The travel demand modeling networks for this project were developed based on H-GAC
regional travel model for eight counties: Brazoria, Chambers, Fort Bend, Galveston, Harris,
Liberty, Montgomery and Waller. The entire H-GAC regional model was used in the modeling of
the IH 45 corridor in order to maintain the integrity of the original modeling network structure and
the capability to predict the region-wide impact of transportation alternatives.

The base modeling networks that were provided by H-GAC included all the demographic and
network related files describing the 2025 network. The 2025 network is the H-GAC horizon-year
network which includes all the committed and planned projects to be completed between 2002
and 2025.

Analysis of traffic and travel demand data involves comparing the projected volume of traffic
expected to use a roadway to a theoretical capacity for that roadway. Roadway capacity is
generally determines by the number of through travel lanes. This comparison of traffic volume
to roadway capacity is referred to as the volume to capacity ratio (V/C). V/C ratios are equated
to a measure called Level of Service (LOS). A description and the V/C ratios for the letter
designations for LOS is presented in Exhibit ES.7.

Exhibit ES.7: Level of Service (LOS) Definitions for Roadways

Volume/C

apacity
LOS Traffic Flow Ratio
A Free flow speeds; low volumes 0.34
B Reasonable free flow speeds with speeds being affected by traffic volumes 0.56
C Stable traffic flow with limitations on traffic maneuvers 0.76
D Approaching unstable traffic flow; minor incidents cause traffic queuing 0.90
E Unstable flow; volume at or near roadway capacity; 1.00
F Forced flow; long traffic queues and significant delay over 1

Source: 2000 Highway Capacity Manual

Exhibit ES.8 summarizes the travel demand modeling results for all the IH-45 alternatives.
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Exhibit ES.8: Summary of Travel Demand Modeling Results for Highway Alternatives

Volume Number of Lanes Capacity V/C LOS Peak Speed
Existing Conditions (2003) 8 lanes with 1 one-way reversible HOV lane
IH 10 to IH 610 257,000 8 217,500 1.18 E 34 mph
IH 610 to Beltway 8 317,000 8 217,500 1.46 E 27 mph
Beltway 8 to FM 1960 295,000 10 268,000 1.10 E 36 mph
FM 1960 to SH 242 222,000 8 196,500 1.13 E 35 mph
HOV (one-way reversible) 8,200 1 17,000 0.48 B 55+ mph
No-Build (2025) 8 lanes with 1 one-way reversible HOV lane
IH10to IH 610 269,727 8 217,500 1.24 E 32 mph
IH 610 to Beltway 8 314,794 8 217,500 1.45 E 27 mph
Beltway 8 to FM 1960 324,991 10 268,000 1.10 E 33 mph
FM 1960 to SH 242 242,263 8 196,500 1.13 E 33 mph
HOV (one-way reversible) 17,456 1 17,000 1.03 E 38 mph
Build Alternative 1 (2025) 10 lanes with 2 one-way reversible lanes
IH 10 to IH 610 275,786 10 268,000 1.03 E 38 mph
IH 610 to Beltway 8 321,595 10 268,000 1.20 E 33 mph
Beltway 8 to FM 1960 340,994 10 268,000 1.27 E 32 mph
FM 1960 to SH 242 245,668 8 196,500 1.25 E 32 mph
HOV (one lane reversible) 10,100 1 17,000 0.59 B 55+ mph
Build Alternative 2 (2025) 8 lanes with 4 managed lanes
IH 10 to IH 610 250,648 8 217,500 1.15 E 35 mph
IH 610 to Beltway 8 295,320 8 217,500 1.36 E 30 mph
Beltway 8 to FM 1960 321,404 10 268,000 1.20 E 33 mph
FM 1960 to SH 242 242,632 8 196,500 1.23 E 33 mph
Managed Lanes 70,837 4 95,700 0.74 C 55 mph
Build Alternative 3 (2025) 10 lanes with 2 HOV lanes (barrier separated)
IH 10 to IH 610 262,948 10 268,000 0.98 E 39 mph
IH 610 to Beltway 8 309,954 10 268,000 1.16 E 34 mph
Beltway 8 to FM 1960 326,680 10 268,000 1.22 E 33 mph
FM 1960 to SH 242 242,632 8 196,500 1.23 E 33 mph
HOV Lanes 23,837 2 47,850 0.50 B 55+ mph
Build Alternative 4 (2025) 10 lanes with 2 HOV lanes (non-barrier separated)
IH 10 to IH 610 262,948 10 268,000 0.98 E 39 mph
IH 610 to Beltway 8 309,954 10 268,000 1.16 E 34 mph
Beltway 8 to FM 1960 326,680 10 268,000 1.22 E 33 mph
FM 1960 to SH 242 242,632 8 196,500 1.23 E 33 mph
HOV Lanes 23,837 2 47,850 0.50 B 55+ mph
Build Alternative 5 (2025) 8 lanes with 2 HOV lanes (barrier separated)
IH 10 to IH 610 269,727 8 217,500 1.24 E 32 mph
IH 610 to Beltway 8 314,794 8 217,500 1.45 E 27 mph
Beltway 8 to FM 1960 324,991 10 268,000 1.10 E 33 mph
FM 1960 to SH 242 242,263 8 196,500 1.13 E 33 mph
HOV Lanes 23,837 2 47,850 0.50 B 55+ mph
Build Alternative 5 (2025) 8 lanes with 2 HOV lanes (non-barrier separated)
IH 10 to IH 610 269,727 8 217,500 1.24 E 32 mph
IH 610 to Beltway 8 314,794 8 217,500 1.45 E 27 mph
Beltway 8 to FM 1960 324,991 10 268,000 1.10 E 33 mph
FM 1960 to SH 242 242,263 8 196,500 1.13 E 33 mph
HOV Lanes 23,837 2 47,850 0.50 B 55+ mph
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Assessment of Impact
No-Build Alternative

The 2025 no-build scenario applies 2025 demographic data to the 2000 modeling network. It
represents an assumption that no construction or transportation projects are implemented in the
IH-45 corridor between 2000 and 2025. The scenario is intended to demonstrate what will
happen to the traffic in the network when the population and employment continue to grow
normally while the transportation network remains unchanged. With the No-Build Alternative,
V/C ratios reach as high as 1.45 (between IH 610 and Beltway 8). The LOS in the general
purpose lanes as well as the one-way reversible HOV lane are expected to be E. Average
vehicle minutes of delay are expected to be the highest of all of the alternatives evaluated.

Highway Build Alternative 1

This alternative involves adding two lanes general purpose capacity and two reversible, special
purpose lanes to IH 45 bringing the facility to 12 lanes from IH-10 to Beltway 8. This build
alternative does improve the V/C ratios over the No-Build for both the general purpose lanes
and the HOV lane. Average vehicle minutes of delay are expected to be the third highest of all
of the alternatives evaluated.

Highway Build Alternative 2

This build alternative consists of a 12-lane cross section with 8 general purpose lanes and 4
managed lanes. This build alternative does improve the V/C ratios over the No-Build for both
the general purpose lanes and the managed lanes. Traffic is diverted from the general purpose
lanes to the managed lanes under this scenario. Average vehicle minutes of delay are
expected to be the second lowest of all of the alternatives evaluated.

Highway Build Alternative 3

This build alternative consists of a 12-lane cross section with 10 general purpose lanes and 2
HOV lanes. The HOV lanes would be barrier separated. This build alternative does improve
the V/C ratios over the No-Build for both the general purpose lanes and the HOV lanes.
Average vehicle minutes of delay are expected to be the lowest of all of the alternatives
evaluated.

Highway Build Alternative 4

This build alternative consists of a 12 lane cross section with 10 general purpose lanes and 2
HOV lanes. The HOV lanes would be non-barrier separated. From a travel demand
perspective, Build Alternative 4 performs the same as Build Alternative 3. This build alternative
does improve the V/C ratios over the No-Build for both the general purpose lanes and the HOV
lanes. Average vehicle minutes of delay are expected to be the lowest of all of the alternatives
evaluated.

Highway Build Alternative 5

This build alternative consists of a 10-lane cross section with 8 general purpose lanes and 2
HOV lanes. The HOV lanes would be barrier separated. This build alternative does not
improve the V/C ratios over the No-Build for the general purpose lanes. The V/C ratio in the
HOV lanes would be improved over the No-Build alternative. Average vehicle minutes of delay
are expected to be the next to highest of all of the alternatives evaluated.

Highway Build Alternative 6

This build alternative consists of a 10-lane cross section with 8 general purpose lanes and 2
HOV lanes. The HOV lanes would be non-barrier separated. From a travel demand
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perspective, Build Alternative 6 performs the same as Build Alternative 5. This build alternative
does not improve the V/C ratios over the No-Build for the general purpose lanes. The V/C ratio
in the HOV lanes would be improved over the No-Build alternative. Average vehicle minutes of
delay are expected to be the next to highest of all of the alternatives evaluated.

5.0 Cost Estimates

Conceptual capital costs were developed based on per mile unit cost provided by TxDOT.
Revisions were made to reflect the most currently available per mile unit costs based on recent
construction costs. These conceptual costs are preliminary, planning-level estimates
developed to allow comparisons between the alternatives and not to serve as a final
engineered cost for any of the alternatives. Exhibit ES-9 summarizes the conceptual capital
costs for the viable build alternatives. The majority of each estimate can be attributed to the
approximately 11.5 miles between IH 10 and Beltway 8 where the majority of the freeway
reconstruction as well as the reconstruction of the IH 45/IH10, IH 45/IH 610 and IH45/Beltway 8
interchanges are anticipated. From Beltway 8 to FM 1960, the anticipated construction would
involve removing the existing one-way reversible HOV lane and reconfiguring the existing
pavement to accommodate a single HOV/HOT in each direction. From FM 1960 to SH 242, the
anticipated modifications to IH 45 would involve restriping of the existing pavement to
accommodate a single HOV/HOT in each direction.

Exhibit ES-9: Conceptual Capital Costs of Alternatives

Revised Conceptual Capital Costs

Conceptual Alternative (based on 2004 per mile costs)
Build Alternative 1 $2,191,000,000
Build Alternative 2 $2,113,000,000
Build Alternative 3 $2,209,000,000
Build Alternative 4 $2,174,000,000
Build Alternative 5 $2,137,000,000
Build Alternative 6 $2,095,000,000

Source: Carter & Burgess, 2005
6.0 Evaluation of Alternatives

Goals Attainment

The goals for the North-Hardy Planning Studies were derived from the 2022 Metropolitan
Transportation Plan (MTP) and METRO 2025 Transit System Plan as described in Section 1.
The analysis of highway alternatives for the North-Hardy Corridor specifically addressed the
MTP goal for increasing mobility. Early in the planning process, the community asked the
consultant team to first maximize the use of transit, including AHCT, in the Corridor and
maximize the use of the Hardy Toll Road before considering expansion of IH-45. This request
was honored. The transit alternatives and findings were completed first, and their results were
factored into the examination of potential highway options.

Community and Political Positions

The North-Hardy Planning Studies were conducted with extensive community outreach and
consensus-building. (See Section 7 for specifics.) Throughout the conduct of these studies
there were 15 formal stakeholder meetings, 12 public meetings, and 104 small group or one-on-
one meetings. These contacts with elected officials and interested citizens have allowed the
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Carter & Burgess team to hear first hand the community’s desires and concerns. This input has
been woven into the technical findings to produce reasonable outcomes.

Evaluation of Highway Build Alternatives

Each of the Highway Build Alternatives was evaluated using criteria established at the beginning
of the Alternatives Analysis. The evaluation criteria included the following:

e Mobility Improvements/Demand Potential
e Conceptual Capital Cost

e Regional Connectivity

o Ease of Implementation

¢ Environmental Impacts

e Community Impacts

Early in the public involvement process, an attempt was made to use very technical
interpretations of these evaluation criteria. The detailed matrix used to evaluate and screen the
long list of alternatives proved to be confusing and difficult for the public to understand.
Although the matrix did allow a short list of alternatives to be formulated, a modified approach to
evaluating the short list was employed. Because most people understand the concept of a
report card, the evaluation criteria were “graded” on a scale of “A” through “F”. The following
section defines the grading system for each criterion, and Exhibit ES.10 summarizes the
detailed evaluation of the different short list alternatives.

Exhibit ES.10: Evaluation of Highway Build Alternatives

Build Build Build Build Build Build

No Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative
Criteria Build 1 2 3 4 5 6
Mobility F C B A A D D
Impacts
Conceptual n/a F B F D C A
Capital Cost
Regional F C B A A D D
Connectivity
Ease of n/a D B D D D D
Implementation
Environmental B C C C C C C
& Community
Impacts
Final Grade D D+ B- C C+ D+ C-
Ranking 7 5 1 3 2 5 4
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7.0 Community Involvement

The North-Hardy Planning Studies were conducted in partnership with the elected officials
representing the Corridor’s constituency; the various public agencies responsible for
transportation system planning and operation; a diverse group of stakeholders that live or work
in the Corridor; and numerous individual, interested citizens. The input and feedback received
from the many meetings and workshops were interwoven into the technical tasks of defining and
evaluating the North-Hardy Corridor alternative transit improvements.

An advisory committee of key stakeholders was formed early in the study. This Stakeholder
Advisory Committee was composed of a broad range of interest groups and individuals and
represented the diverse interests within the corridor. Meetings of the Stakeholder Advisory
Committee were held to correspond with the completion of major phase of the Planning Studies.
In addition to the Stakeholder Advisory Committee meetings, 15 formal stakeholder meetings
were held at strategic points during the conduct of the planning studies.

Larger public meetings were held at multiple locations along the corridor during each of the
major phases of the Studies. The Scoping Meetings were open houses since this meeting
format allowed the greatest opportunity for people to arrive and depart at times most convenient
to them. Several of the public meetings used a “working group” format where smaller “facilitated
groups” studied issues and alignments and then compared findings with the larger group.

Small group and one-on-one meetings were held with stakeholders where requested, or
specifically required to fully understand the issues within the corridor.

Throughout the Planning Studies, stakeholders within the corridor were kept well informed.
Three general newsletters were prepared. The newsletters were distributed to the various
stakeholders at meetings and through direct mail. The direct mailing list included over 2,800
individuals and interested citizens. By providing newsletters during major phases of the
Planning Studies, information was provided to a broad audience about the status of the studies
and dates of upcoming meetings. They helped to elevate the discussions and importance of
regional mobility. Three postcards/meeting notices were also used to provide notice about
public meetings through direct mail to the mailing list. These flyers supplemented the Public
Notices in the newspaper advertisements.

The North-Hardy Study team hosted a website to enhance communication for stakeholders.
The website met METRO’s technology and graphic requirements, and served as an additional
method of communication for the Studies. The web site for the North-Hardy Planning Studies,
North-Hardy.org, was initiated in January 2002 to coincide with initiation of the Scoping process.
The site was updated at major study milestones.

Presentation graphics in the form of display boards and PowerPoint presentations were
developed and used for all of the major stakeholder meetings and the public meetings. In many
cases these presentation graphics were used at the small group and one-on-one meetings.
Hard copies of PowerPoint presentations were made available at most of the outreach
meetings.

Newspaper advertisements were published in the Houston Chronicle, the Houston Community
Newspaper, La Voz, and Semana by METRO.

The North-Hardy Planning Studies team worked closely with METRO and it's General Planning
Consultant (GPC) in developing the architecture for the comments database. This database
facilitated the assembly, review, analysis and maintenance of input received from stakeholders.

The public appreciated that TxDOT, METRO and H-GAC worked in tandem on the analysis to
generate both transit and highway alternatives. The project received comments from a vast
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body of diverse interests and people. The largest constituencies that contributed comments to
the project were from the Inner-Corridor and Mid-Corridor areas. Comments from the Inner-
Corridor residents conveyed concerns about staying within the existing right-of-way, noise,
neighborhood preservation, minimizing residential displacement and the preservation of
historical and cultural centers. Comments received from this group did not indicate strong
support for any enhancements to IH-45 or the corresponding right-of-way from Downtown to
Loop 610. Instead, the community favored the use of transit, and extension of the light rail
transit line through an interior street within the neighborhood thereby providing local service.
Comments reflective of the Mid-Corridor indicate support for the expansion of IH-45 from
Cavalcade to Beltway 8 in order to meet future capacity demands and to improve the image of
their neighborhood. In various community meetings, residents from the Mid Corridor expressed
that the expansion of IH-45 was an opportunity to remove blight from the frontage roads and
improve and enhance right-of-ways. All comments received on the highway component of the
Alternative Analysis are included in Appendix I. Copies of additional comments can be found in
the Transit AA and DEIS documents.

8.0 Study Findings

Summary of Findings

The short list of six Highway Build Alternatives was evaluated using the following criteria, as
established at the beginning of the Alternatives Analysis:

e Mobility Improvements/Demand Potential
e Conceptual Capital Cost

e Regional Connectivity

e Ease of Implementation

¢ Environmental Impacts

o Community Impacts

Based on the analysis, Highway Build Alternative 2 received the highest overall ranking, as
summarized in Exhibit 63. In terms of mobility impacts, the future travel demand is projected to
result in V/C ratios slightly better than current conditions and much better than the No-Build
alternative. Vehicle hours of delay is a measure that was used for analysis of both the mobility
and regional connectivity criteria. For Build Alternative 2, vehicle hours of delay is projected to
increase to 131,011 which is an increase over current conditions, but an improvement over the
No-Build alternative, and it is better than three of the five other Build Alternatives. The relative
capital costs are next to the lowest with respect to the other alternatives. The ease of
implementation scored highest for this alternative since it includes the addition of managed
lanes which incorporates a funding mechanism, whereas none of the other Build Alternatives
provide a funding mechanism.

In terms of both environmental and community impacts, for the criteria that could be evaluated
at this time, all of the Build Alternatives received the same score. Further consideration and
more detailed analysis of the environmental and community impacts will be conducted during
schematic design and the environmental review process which is expected to begin following
completion of the planning phase.
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Draft Recommended Highway Alternative

Highway Build Alternative 2 is the Draft Recommended Highway Alternative, which is described
as follows:

e From Downtown to Beltway 8 — 12-lane cross section — eight general purpose lanes and
four managed lanes

¢ From Beltway 8 to FM 1960 — 12-lane cross section — 10 general purpose lanes and two
HOV lanes

e From FM 1960 to SH 242 — 10 lane cross section — 8 general purpose lanes and two
HOV lanes

The Draft Recommended Highway Alternative maximizes future mobility in the following ways:
e Provides ability to mange future roadway capacity.
¢ Commitment to maintain LOS C on managed lanes.
e Provides facility for METRO to operate two-way express bus service on IH-45.

In October 2004, this Draft Recommended Alternative was presented to the public.
Subsequently, significant concern from Inner-Corridor residents has been expressed about
potential right-of-way impacts that may result from the Draft Recommended Alternative. As a
result the Draft Recommended Alternative has been modified as follows:

e From Downtown to Beltway 8 — add four managed lanes to the IH45/Hardy Toll Road
corridor

¢ From Beltway 8 to SH 242 — add two HOV/HOT lanes to IH45
¢ From Downtown to FM 1960 — remove existing one-way reversible HOV lane

During the schematic development phase, a determination will be made where the managed
lane capacity will be constructed — on IH 45 or Hardy Toll Road or split between the facilities.

9.0 Next Steps

Upon completion of the North-Hardy Planning Studies, TXDOT will begin the preliminary design
and environmental document preparation phase for this project. It is the goal of TXxDOT to
remain within the existing right-of-way of IH 45 as improvements to this congested freeway
corridor are designed and developed. The existing right-of-way south of IH 610 is limited and
multiple design options will need to be explored to remain within the existing right-of-way.
Design options could include: reduced shoulder width requirements; reduced or eliminated
frontage roads; cantilevered frontage roads, elevated roadway sections, and other creative
engineering techniques. These options along with the feasibility to add capacity to the Hardy
Toll Road will be thoroughly explored during preliminary engineering and preparation of the
environmental document for this project. During the next two to three years when the
preliminary design and environmental analysis are undertaken, the community will be
encouraged to collaborate with TxDOT do develop the best project for the North-Hardy travel
corridor.

Exhibit ES-11 depicts a potential configuration of the Draft Recommended Highway Alternative
on IH 45 at North Main Street. Exhibit ES-12 depicts a potential configuration of the Draft
Recommended Highway Alternative on the Hardy Toll Road.

ES-19



North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

Exhibit ES 11: IH 45 @ North Main Conceptual Section
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1.0 Purpose and Need

1.1  Study Area Setting and Context

The North-Hardy Corridor stretches approximately 30 miles from Downtown Houston north to
The Woodlands and SH 242 in Montgomery County principally in the area between IH-45 and
the Hardy Toll Road. The corridor also extends east to include Bush Intercontinental Airport
(IAH). In addition, segments of IH-45 and US 59 south of Downtown for approximately 4 miles
are included in the study area. The study area is depicted in Exhibit 1.

The North-Hardy Corridor covers a diverse geographic area that connects the rapidly growing
northern suburbs and the re-developing Near Northside neighborhoods to Downtown and other
activity centers in Houston. For description and analysis purposes, the North-Hardy Corridor
has been broken into seven subareas. These include the Downtown/Midtown/Binz area; the
Near Northside Village; the Northline area; the Aldine area; the Bush Intercontinental Airport
(IAH)/Greenspoint area; the Spring/FM 1960 area; and The Woodlands. The boundaries of
each subarea are shown in Exhibit 2.

Per the community’s wishes, transit alternatives were examined and a Locally Preferred
Investment Strategy (LPIS) was selected prior to detailed evaluation of highway alternatives.
The transit alternatives are discussed in the North-Hardy Corridor Alternatives Analysis Report
dated July 28, 2003. This document focuses on the evaluation of the highway alternatives to
meet the residual corridor travel demand.

Exhibit 1: Study Area

MERD)



Exhibit 2: Boundaries of the Sub-Areas



1.2 Growth, Development, and Mobility Issues

The North-Hardy Corridor growth rate is expected to be slightly less than the metropolitan area
average over the next 25 years. Population is projected to increase by about 126,000 people
from just fewer than 400,000 in 2000 to about 526,000 in 2025. This represents an approximate
population growth rate of 32% or about 1.3% per year.

Employment is expected to increase from about 386,000 in 2000 to just over 483,000 in 2025.
This increase of almost 97,000 jobs equates to a growth rate of approximately 25% or about 1%
per year. Exhibit 3 details the current and forecasted population and employment figures for the
North-Hardy Corridor by sub area and in total. A significant amount of both population and
employment growth is projected to occur to the west of IH-45 and in The Woodlands area. The
population growth rate for the area west of IH-45 and The Woodlands is expected to be 35%,
while employment is expected to grow by 40%.

Exhibit 3: North-Hardy Corridor Growth

Population Employment
Area (2000) (2025) (2000) (2025)
Downtown/Midtown/Binz 25,698 36,757 184,414 206,871
Near Northside Village 52,601 57,575 29,240 33,755
Northline Area 59,081 65,740 23,243 24,467
Aldine Area 66,346 88,565 33,892 46,012
Bush Intercontinental/ Greenspoint 46,967 82,800 69,924 104,272
Spring Area 52,836 78,836 11,151 21,942
Woodlands/S. Montgomery County 96,171 115,795 34,609 45,822
Total 399,700 525,795 386,471 483,141

Source: Houston-Galveston Area Council
Date:  3/2002

Travel patterns in the North-Hardy Corridor are very diverse ranging from long commutes from
the outer suburbs to short trips in the inner city. Major trip destinations for The Woodlands
include the FM 1960 at IH-45 area, Bush Intercontinental Airport, the Greenspoint Mall area,
and Downtown Houston.

The FM 1960 at IH-45 area is projected to generate trips to The Woodlands, Bush
Intercontinental Airport, the Greenspoint Mall area, Downtown Houston, and to a lesser extent
to the Near Northside Village area. The Bush Intercontinental Airport zone will generate trips
destined for the FM 1960 at IH-45 area, the Greenspoint Mall area, Downtown Houston, and
again to a lesser extent to the Near Northside Village.

Trips generated in the Greenspoint Mall area are expected to be destined to The Woodlands,
the FM 1960 at IH-45 area, Bush Intercontinental Airport, and to a lesser extent to Downtown
Houston and the Near Northside Village area.



1.3 Transportation Facilities and Services in the North-Hardy Corridor

The major north-south highway facilities in the North-Hardy Corridor are IH-45 and the Hardy
Toll Road. Traversing the corridor east-west are IH-10, IH-610 (North Loop), Beltway 8, FM
1960, and the proposed Grand Parkway. Major north-south arterials that parallel or feed the
corridor include Gosling, Aldine Westfield, Hardy Road, Imperial Valley, Ella, Kuykendahl,
Veterans Memorial, Airline, W. Montgomery, N. Shepherd, Fulton, Irvington, and N. Main.

Major east-west cross streets include SH 242, Research Forest, Woodlands Parkway,
Rayford/Sawdust, FM 2920, Spring Cypress, Spring Stuebner, FM 2920, Louetta,
Cypresswood, Richey, Airtex, Rankin, Spears, Gears, Greens Road, Aldine Bender, West
Road, W. Mt. Houston, Gulf Bank, Little York, Parker, Tidwell, Crosstimbers, and Cavalcade.

Current conditions along IH-45 are as follows:

¢ From Downtown to Beltway 8, IH-45 is a 9 lane cross section, with 8 general purpose
lanes and 1 reversible HOV lane.

e From Beltway 8 to FM 1960, IH-45 is an 11 lane cross section, with 10 general purpose
lanes and 1 reversible HOV lane.

e From FM 1960 to SH 242, IH-45 is an 8 lane cross section, with 8 general purpose
lanes.

Current daily traffic volumes, volume to capacity (V/C) ratios, and peak period speeds along the
IH-45 are shown in Exhibit 4. V/C ratios that are less than 0.85 are considered to represent
tolerable traffic conditions. V/C ratios between 0.85 and 1.00 indicate a modest level of traffic
congestion. V/C ratios over 1.00 move into the serious traffic congestion range and over 1.25
indicates a severe level of traffic congestion.

These relative levels of traffic congestion are also reflected in the peak period speed for the
different sections of IH-45. Use of the one-way reversible HOV lane is controlled, which allows
it to operate at much higher speeds. The growth in population and employment anticipated in
the study area is expected to increase traffic volumes and traffic congestion in the corridor.

Exhibit 4: IH-45 Traffic Volumes

Volume to

2000 Daily Capacity Level of Peak

Traffic Ratio Service Period

Section Volume (VIC) (LOS) Speed
IH-10 to IH-610 224,000 1.11 E 36 mph
IH-610 to Beltway 8 262,000 1.30 E 31 mph
Beltway 8 to FM 1960 234,000 0.93 D 40 mph
FM 1960 to SH 242 158,000 0.88 D 42 mph
Reversible HOV Lane 7,322 0.43 B 55+ mph

Source: Texas Department of Transportation, Houston-Galveston Area Council as compiled by Carter &
Burgess, Inc. Date: 2/2002

METRO provides quality local bus service throughout much of the Corridor (See Exhibit 5).
Transit centers exist within the Corridor at Greenspoint Mall and Northline Mall. Transit centers
near the Corridor include the Fifth Ward/Denver Harbor and Heights Transit Centers. In
addition, METRO and Brazos Transit express buses utilize the IH-45 HOV lane and direct
access ramps to provide peak direction service between Downtown and park-and-ride lots at
Research Forest, Sawdust, Spring, Seton Lake, Kuykendahl, and N. Shepherd. Several local
bus routes offer transfer opportunities at the park-and-ride lots in addition to the transit centers



within and near the Corridor. Taxis and shuttles, and two METRO express bus routes connect
Bush Intercontinental Airport to hotels and employment centers including Greenspoint Mall and
Downtown Houston.

Exhibit 5: North-Hardy Transit Routes

Weekday Boardings

Route Total In Corridor
1 — Hospital 6,220 536
3 — Langley 3,389 250
4 — Jensen 1,835 581
5 — Kashmere 2,819 436
8 — North Main 1,531 641
15 — Fulton 2,545 2,371
23 — Crosstimbers 2,496 545
25 — Northline 2,140 960
26/27 — Outer/Inner Loop 6,652 322
37 — El Sol 1,145 322
45 — Tidwell 3,290 627
52 — Hirch 4,699 1,028
54 — Aldine/Hollyvale 788 297
56 — Airline 6,814 5,256
65 (90) — Yale 2,361 130
78 — Irvington 1,222 1,170
79 — West Little York 1,332 580
80 — Lyons 1,348 48
86 — FM 1960 1,871 383
101 — Airport 792 120
102 — |IAH Express 2,324 1,339
201 — N. Shepherd P&R 495 289
202 — Kuykendabhl 3,274 1,571
204 — Spring 1,464 771
212 — Seton Lake P&R 1,591 115
Woodlands Express 1,000 1,000
Greenspoint Flyer 500 500

Source: METRO, Brazos Transit, Greater Greenspoint Management District
Date:  1/2002



1.4  Transportation Goals and Objectives

The overall transportation goal of the North-Hardy Corridor Planning Studies is to improve the
transportation system in the Corridor by maximizing mode choice and mobility with
environmentally sensitive transit and roadway projects that encourage economic development
and revitalization. This overall transportation goal reflects the regional transportation system
goals for the metropolitan area.

Specific objectives for the North-Hardy Corridor Planning Studies include the following:
e Seek transportation options that will maximize the use of transit in the Corridor

e Seek transportation options that will maximize the use of the Hardy Toll Road by
commuter and truck traffic

e Seek transportation options that will improve freeway operating conditions on IH-45 with
no or minimal need for additional right-of-way

1.5 Specific Problems Related to the North-Hardy Corridor

Generally, the transportation system deficiencies found in the North-Hardy Corridor include
the following:

e Congestion in both directions on IH-45, particularly on the older segments immediately
north of Downtown for both the existing situation and into the future.

e EXxisting reversible HOV lane cannot serve both inbound and outbound travel demand at
the same time. Therefore, suburban markets may not be adequately served currently in
the non-peak direction.

e The pavement on IH-45 south of Shepherd needs to be rehabilitated and the freeway
needs to be brought up to current design standards.

e During periods of heavy rainfall, White Oak Bayou floods the depressed section of IH-45
in the vicinity of Main Street.

e Lack of continuity of the thoroughfare system forces short and mid-distance auto trips on
to already-congested IH-45.

o Lack of viable alternatives to the private auto for many trips to suburban activity centers
in the Corridor, including Bush Intercontinental Airport, the greater Greenspoint area,
and The Woodlands.

o Existing express/commuter-oriented transit service is heavily focused on providing
commute trips to Downtown Houston around traditional work hours.

¢ Anticipated population and employment growth is expected to exacerbate the problems
described above.

1.6 Consistency with Local, State and Federal Planning Process

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA), the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA),
METRO, TxDOT, and H-GAC are partnering to conduct the North-Hardy Planning Studies. On
January 9, 2002, a Notice of Intent (NOI) was published in the Federal Register, Vol. 67, No. 6,
and in local publications, announcing METRO’s and TxDOT's intent to prepare Environmental
Impact Statements (EISs). The publications corresponded with the implementation of METRQO’s
2025 long-term plan to improve transportation efficiency and effectiveness throughout the
Houston region. Both the plan and the environmental process direct that the process begin with



a scoping effort in order to solicit agency and public comment on transportation alignments and
alternatives.

FHWA and FTA along with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
define the formal parameters under which major transportation investments must be developed
and analyzed. NEPA was enacted to protect, maintain, and enhance the environment. As
defined by NEPA, “environment” includes not only the physical environment but also the man-
made environment. The role of the North-Hardy Planning Studies in the statutorily established
project development process is presented here.

The purpose of the planning studies is to formally study a variety of alternatives that could
address the mobility challenges identified within the North-Hardy travel corridor. The North-
Hardy Planning Studies are designed to identify a broad range of alternative actions and
investments, to analyze those alternatives, and to develop criteria by which to evaluate the
transportation investments. This process is designed to provide critical information to the
decision-making process concerning the future of the North-Hardy Corridor.

The North-Hardy Corridor is being advanced in accordance with the project development
process through which Federal, State, and local officials plan and make decisions regarding
transportation capital investments. The development process contains the following phases:

e Corridor planning study (Alternatives Analysis)

e Selection of Locally Preferred Investment Strategy

o Designation of Minimum Operable Segment

e Conceptual engineering/Draft Environmental Impact Statement
¢ Preliminary engineering/Final Environmental Impact Statement
¢ Final design

e Construction

e Operation

The intent of the NEPA process is to ensure that all potential environmental impacts are
identified and investigated prior to the decision-making process. NEPA also requires engaging
the public in the environmental review process.

The study process is designed to integrate the active participation of the public with detailed
technical analysis of the proposed project corridor, its alternatives, and potential issues. During
the study process, a wide range of alternatives will be evaluated based on planning factors,
cost, and community input culminating in adoption of a Draft Recommended Highway
Alternative.

1.7  Status of Transit Alternatives Analysis

The analysis of the highway alternatives was set aside at the request of the community until the
Local Preferred Investment Strategy (LPIS) for transit had been identified. The study of the
transit alternatives is now complete. The transit alternatives are discussed in the North-Hardy
Corridor Alternatives Analysis Report dated February, 2004. Exhibit 6 shows the LPIS for
transit and the Minimal Operable Segment, as approved by the METRO Board in November
2003. Transit ridership on the LPIS is projected to be 15,950 LRT and 14,000 express bus
boardings per day.



Since analysis of the transit alternatives is now complete, and the LPIS for transit selected, the
analysis of the highway alternatives can now be concluded. This document focuses on the
evaluation of the highway alternatives to meet the residual corridor travel demand.

Exhibit 6: Locally Preferred Transit Investment Strategy



2.0 Alternatives Considered

This section summarizes the first level alternatives screening and evaluation process for the
Highway Alternatives Analysis portion of the North-Hardy Corridor planning studies. This
section also summarizes the alternatives recommended to be studied in the next phase of the
study. It is broken into four major sections: Initial Alternatives (includes both Transit and
Highway components); Evaluation Plan; Screening Process and Results; and Short List of
Alternatives for the highway component.

2.1 Initial Alternatives

The initial (long list) of alternatives considered in described in Exhibit 7 and graphically depicted
in Exhibits 8 — 11.



Exhibit 7: Description of Initial Alternatives

NORTHSIDE VILLAGE AREA

Description

Alignment Limits
N. Main/Airline  From “existing” LRT to
IH-45/Airline

Intersection

The LRT or BRT would proceed north from the present terminus of the LRT line at the Downtown
U of H station along North Main to Airline Drive, then north to the intersection of IH-45 and Airline
Drive (just north of Crosstimbers Street).

Assumed Characteristics

Arterial:

Location in alignment: Center of the street; at-grade

Stop Frequency: % mile — % mile

Maximum Speed: Speed limit of adjacent auto lanes up to 35 mph

Expanded Arterial:

Location in alignment: Center of the street; at-grade

Stop Frequency: Y2 mile — 1 mile

Maximum Speed: Speed limit of adjacent auto lanes up to 45 mph
Aerial:

Location in alignment: Center of the street; elevated

Stop Frequency: 1 mile — 1 %2 mile

Maximum Speed: 66 mph

N. Main/IH-45 From “existing” LRT to
IH-45/Airline
Intersection

The LRT or BRT would proceed north from the present terminus of the LRT line at the Downtown
U of H station along North Main to IH-45. After transitioning into the median of IH-45 or onto an
aerial structure adjacent to IH-45, the LRT or BRT would proceed north to the intersection of IH-
45 and Airline Drive main lanes (just north of Crosstimbers Street).

Assumed Characteristics
Arterial Portion:

Location in alignment: Center of the street; at-grade
Stop Frequency: Y mile — % mile
Maximum Speed: Speed limit of adjacent auto lanes
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NORTHSIDE VILLAGE AREA

Alignment Limits Description

Expanded Arterial:

Location in alignment: Center of the street; at-grade

Stop Frequency: Y2 mile — 1 mile

Maximum Speed: Speed limit of adjacent auto lanes up to 45 mph

Aerial:

Location in alignment: Center of the street; elevated

Stop Frequency: 1 mile — 1 %2 mile

Maximum Speed: 66 mph

Freeway Portion:

Location in alignment: In the median of the IH-45 or between

main lanes & frontage roads; elevated

Stop Frequency: 1mile — 2 miles

Maximum Speed: 66 mph
N. Main/ From “existing” LRT to ~ The LRT or BRT would proceed north from the current terminus of the LRT line at the Downtown
Irvington Hardy U of H station along North Main. After transitioning east along White Oak Bayou, Quitman,

Hogan or Boundary Streets (or a combination of these streets) to Fulton and Irvington Streets,
the LRT or BRT would proceed north on Irvington to the intersection of Irvington and the Hardy
Toll Road.

Assumed Characteristics
Arterial Portions:

Location in alignment: Center of the street; at-grade
Stop Frequency: % mile — ¥ mile
Maximum Speed: Speed limit of adjacent auto lanes

Separate Right of Way:

Location in alignment: New alignment; at-grade
Stop Frequency: Y mile - ¥ mile
Maximum Speed: 35 mph
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NORTHSIDE VILLAGE AREA

Alignment Limits Description
N. Main/Hardy  From “existing” LRT to = The LRT would proceed north from the current terminus of the LRT line at the downtown U of H
Yard/Hardy Irvington intersection station along North Main to a new LRT terminal station at the intersection of North Main and the
Hardy Street Yard. Passengers would transfer to and from commuter rail at the new station. The
Commuter Rail would proceed from the Hardy Street Yard east and then north along a new track
adjacent to one of the several existing freight lines to the intersection of Irvington and the Hardy
Toll Road.
Assumed Characteristics
Arterial Portion for LRT/BRT:
Location in alignment: Center of Main Street; at-grade
between U of H and the Hardy Street Yard
Stop Frequency: Y% mile - % mile
Maximum Speed: speed limit of adjacent auto lanes
Commuter Rail:
Location in alignment: Varies as necessary in rail right of way
Stop Frequency: 2 miles — 3 miles
Maximum Speed: Same as freight trains
IH-45 IH-10 to Patton The freeway would be brought up to current design standards. Although the scope of work will

vary by segment, this will generally require the following:
— rehabilitation of the existing pavement
— widening of the main lanes to 12’
— adding shoulders where they do not exist
— increasing shoulder widths to 10’ where they do exist
— adding space between the main lanes and frontage roads and/or braiding ramps
— adding space between the frontage roads and property lines

In addition to bringing the freeway to standards, one 12’ lane would be added to the main lanes
in each direction. The shoulders, frontage roads and ramps would be adjusted accordingly.

In addition to bringing the freeway to standards, two 12’ lanes would be added to the main lanes
in each direction. The shoulders, frontage roads and ramps would be adjusted accordingly. Due
to the magnitude of the changes in this, it is logical that the HOV lane would be brought up to
standards as well.
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NORTHSIDE VILLAGE AREA

Alignment

Limits

Description

In addition to bringing the freeway to standards, one 12’ lane would be added to the main lanes
in each direction. The shoulders, frontage roads and ramps would be adjusted accordingly. This
additional lane would be used as a toll facility, with discounts for HOVs. The toll pricing structure
would be adjusted as necessary to maintain a Level of Service C during peak periods.

The HOV lane would be increased by 9.5’ to provide sufficient width to permit vehicles to pass a
stalled vehicle. The main lanes, shoulders, etc. would be adjusted accordingly.

The HOV lane would be increased by 27’ to provide sufficient width to permit two-way operation.
The HOV facility would consist of two 12" HOV lanes plus shoulders. The main lanes, shoulders,
etc. would be adjusted accordingly. The existing HOV access ramps would be modified as
needed.

|H-45

Patton to Airline

The freeway would be brought up to current design standards. Although the scope of work will
vary by segment, this will generally require the following:

— rehabilitation of the existing pavement

— widening of the main lanes to 12’

— adding shoulders where they do not exist

— increasing shoulder widths to 10’ where they do exist

— adding space between the main lanes and frontage roads and/or braiding ramps

— adding space between the frontage roads and property lines

In addition to bringing the freeway to standards, two 12’ lanes would be added to the main lanes
in each direction. The shoulders, frontage roads and ramps would be adjusted accordingly.

In addition to bringing the freeway to standards, one 12’ lane would be added to the main lanes
in each direction. The shoulders, frontage roads and ramps would be adjusted accordingly. This
additional lane would be used as a toll facility, with discounts for HOVs. The toll pricing structure
would be adjusted as necessary to maintain a Level of Service C during peak periods.

The HOV lane would be increased by 1’ to bring this facility up to full HOV standards. The main
lanes, shoulders, etc. would be adjusted accordingly.

The HOV lane would be increased by 18.5’ to provide sufficient width to permit two-way
operation. The HOV facility would consist of two 12’ HOV lanes plus shoulders. The main lanes,
shoulders, etc. would be adjusted accordingly. The existing HOV access ramps would be
modified as needed.
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NORTHSIDE VILLAGE AREA

Description

Alignment Limits
Fulton/San Connect these streets
Jacinto across Railroad & IH-10

Fulton and San Jacinto would be connected by constructing an arterial roadway through the
Hardy Rail Yard and under IH-10. A grade separation of the remaining railroad tracks in the
proposed Hardy Yard re-development would be required.

NORTHLINE/NORTHSIDE AREA & GREENSPOINT AREA

Alignment Limits Description

Shepherd IH-610 to IN-45 Arterial Upgrade.

IH-45/1H-610 Interchange Interchange Improvement.

Airline IH-45 to Greenspoint & The LRT or BRT would proceed north from the intersection of Airline Drive and IH-45 along
Kuykendahl Airline Drive to Greenspoint, then along Greens Road and/or Greens Bayou to the Kuykendahl

Park & Ride.

Assumed Characteristics
Arterial Portion:

Location in alignment: Center of the street; at-grade
Stop Frequency: Y% mile — % mile
Maximum Speed: Speed limit of adjacent auto lanes up to 35 mph

Expanded Arterial:

Location in alignment: Center of the street; at-grade

Stop Frequency: ¥% mile — 1 mile

Maximum Speed: Speed limit of adjacent auto lanes up to 45 mph
Aerial:

Location in alignment: Center of the street; elevated

Stop Frequency: 1 mile — 1 % mile

Maximum Speed: 66 mph
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NORTHLINE/NORTHSIDE AREA & GREENSPOINT AREA

Alignment Limits Description
IH-45 Airline to Greenspoint The LRT or BRT would proceed north in the median of IH-45 or on an aerial structure adjacent to
and Kuykendahl IH-45 main lanes from the intersection of IH-45 and Airline Drive to Greenspoint and the
Kuykendahl Park & Ride.
Assumed Characteristics
Location in alignment: In the median of the IH-45 or between main
lanes of IH-45 & frontage roads; elevated
Stop Frequency: 1 mile — 2 miles
Maximum Speed: 66 mph
IH-45 Airline to Greenspoint The freeway would be brought up to current design standards. Although the scope of work will
and Kuykendahl vary by segment, this will generally require the following:
— rehabilitation of the existing pavement
— widening of the main lanes to 12’
— adding shoulders where they do not exist
— increasing shoulder widths to 10’ where they do exist
— adding space between the main lanes and frontage roads and/or braiding ramps
— adding space between the frontage roads and property lines
In addition to bringing the freeway to standards, one 12’ lane would be added to the main lanes
in each direction. The shoulders, frontage roads and ramps would be adjusted accordingly.
In addition to bringing the freeway to standards, two 12’ lanes would be added to the main lanes
in each direction. The shoulders, frontage roads and ramps would be adjusted accordingly.
In addition to bringing the freeway to standards, one 12’ lane would be added to the main lanes
in each direction. The shoulders, frontage roads and ramps would be adjusted accordingly. This
additional lane would be used as a toll facility, with discounts for HOVs. The toll pricing structure
would be adjusted as necessary to maintain a Level of Service C during peak periods.
The HOV lane would be increased by 1’ to bring this facility up to full HOV standards. The main
lanes, shoulders, etc. would be adjusted accordingly.
The HOV lane would be increased by 27’ to provide sufficient width to permit two-way operation.
The HOV facility would consist of two 12’ HOV lanes plus’ shoulders. The main lanes, shoulders,
etc. would be adjusted accordingly. The existing HOV access ramps would be modified as
needed.
IH-45 Shepherd to The HOV lane would be increased by 1’ to bring this facility up to full HOV standards. The main
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NORTHLINE/NORTHSIDE AREA & GREENSPOINT AREA

Alignment Limits Description
Greenspoint lanes, shoulders, etc. would be adjusted accordingly.
The HOV lane would be increased by 27’ to provide sufficient width to permit two-way operation.
The HOV facility would consist of two 12’ HOV lanes and two 8’ shoulders. The main lanes,
shoulders, etc. would be adjusted accordingly.
Hardy Irvington to Greens The LRT or BRT would proceed north from the intersection of Irvington and the Hardy Toll Road

Road/Greens Bayou

along the Hardy Toll Road alignment to vicinity of the Greens Road or Greens Bayou.

Assumed Characteristics

Location in alignment: Varies; Reliant Energy and/or UPRR ROW
Stop Frequency: 2 miles — 3 miles
Maximum Speed: 66 mph

Greens Bayou

Kuykendahl to
Greenspoint to IAH

The LRT, BRT, or Peoplemover would proceed east from the Kuykendahl Park & Ride along
Greens Bayou to just east of JFK Boulevard on Greens Road.

Assumed Characteristics
Separate Right of Way:

Location in alignment: New alignment; at-grade

Stop Frequency: Y2 mile - ¥ mile

Maximum Speed: 35 mph

Peoplemover; aerial

BRT/LRT:

Location in alignment: Center or edge of street, or new alignment;
elevated

Stop Frequency: 1 mile - 2 miles

Maximum Speed: 45 mph- Peoplemover

66 mph- Aerial BRT/LRT

Greens Road

Kuykendahl to
Greenspoint to IAH

The LRT, BRT, or Peoplemover would proceed east from the Kuykendahl Park & Ride along
Greens Road to just east of JFK Boulevard on Greens Road.

Assumed Characteristics
Arterial Portions:
Location in alignment: Center of the street; at-grade
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NORTHLINE/NORTHSIDE AREA & GREENSPOINT AREA

Alignment Limits Description
Stop Frequency: Y2 mile - % mile
Maximum Speed: Speed limit of adjacent auto lanes

Peoplemover; aerial BRT/LRT:

Location in alignment: Center or edge of street, or new alignment;
elevated

Stop Frequency: 1 mile - 2 miles

Maximum Speed: 45 mph- Peoplemover

66 mph- Aerial BRT or LRT

N. HARRIS COUNTY & S. MONTGOMERY COUNTY

Alignment Limits Description
Kuykendabhl, IH-45 to The The LRT or BRT would proceed north from the Kuykendahl Park & Ride along Kuykendahl and
Gosling, Woodlands Town Gosling Road, then east along the Woodlands Parkway and north along IH-45 to State Highway
Woodlands Center to SH-242 242,
Parkway & IH-
45 Assumed Characteristics

Arterial Portion:

Location in alignment: Center of the street; at-grade

Stop Frequency: 1 mile- 2 miles

Maximum Speed: Speed limit of adjacent auto lanes

Freeway Portion:

Location in alignment: Between main lanes of IH-45 & frontage roads or in the
median of IH-45; elevated
Stop Frequency: 1 mile- 2miles
Maximum Speed: 66 mph
IH-45 Greenspoint to SH-242  The LRT or BRT would proceed north along IH-45 from the Kuykendahl Park & Ride to the

intersection of State Highway 242 and IH-45.
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N. HARRIS COUNTY & S. MONTGOMERY COUNTY

Alignment Limits Description
Assumed Characteristics
Location in alignment: Between main lanes of IH-45 & frontage roads or
in the median of IH-45; elevated
Stop Frequency: 2 miles - 3 miles
Maximum Speed: 66 mph
Hardy Greens Road/Greens The LRT or BRT would proceed north along the Hardy Toll Road alignment from the vicinity of
Bayou to SH-242 Greens Road and Greens Bayou to State Highway 242.
Assumed Characteristics
Location in alignment: Varies; UPRR ROW
Stop Frequency: 2 miles — 3 miles
Maximum Speed: 66 mph
Hardy Greenspoint to SH-242  The Commuter Rail would proceed north along the UPRR alignment from the vicinity of Greens
Road and Greens Bayou to State Highway 242.
Assumed Characteristics
Location in alignment: Varies as necessary in rail right of way
Stop Frequency: 2 miles — 3 miles
Maximum Speed: 60 mph
IH-45 Greenspointto SH 242  The HOV lane would be increased by one foot to bring this facility up to full HOV standards. The

main lanes, shoulders, etc. would be adjusted accordingly. Portions currently proposed as non-
separated HOV lanes would be converted into a 1-way separated HOV.

The HOV lane would be increased by 27feet to provide sufficient width to permit two-way
operation. The HOV facility would consist of two 12’ HOV lanes plus shoulders. The main lanes,
shoulders, etc. would be adjusted accordingly. The existing HOV access ramps would be
modified as needed.
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North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

Exhibit 8: Initial Alternatives (Transit): Inner Corridor
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North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

Exhibit 9: Initial Alternatives (Highways): Inner Corridor
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North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

Exhibit 10: Initial Alternatives (All): Mid-Corridor
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North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

Exhibit 11: Initial Alternatives (All): Outer Corridor
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North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

2.2 Evaluation Plan

In order to properly assess the suitability of various alternatives, it is necessary to establish a
set of evaluation criteria. These criteria should provide a common basis of comparison for all
alternatives relative to the No-Build Alternative. The evaluation criteria, which were established
with public input and used to screen the initial set of alternatives for the North-Hardy Corridor
are as follows:

e Economic Development Potential
e Community Support

o Capital Cost

e Regional Perspective

e Environmental Impacts

e Community Impacts

¢ Mobility Impacts

o Ease of Implementation

The methodology and approach for screening the initial alternatives is a blend of technical
evaluation and public review and input. This evaluation plan defines the evaluation criteria and
measurement tools to be utilized to screen and evaluate the alternatives. The emphasis of this
evaluation plan is on the screening of the initial alternatives and focuses on qualitative criteria at
this conceptual level. The evaluation procedures include impacts and influences on
transportation systems, mobility, and travel patterns and impacts to and compatibility with the
natural, manmade, and social environments. They also include the potentials for and influences
on economic development.

2.3 Screening Process and Results

To begin the evaluation process, a technical work session was held on May 6, 2002 with the
consultant team, METRO, Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT), and the Houston-
Galveston Area Council (H-GAC) staff. The public review process involved work sessions with
stakeholders representing the six North-Hardy segments and three general public meetings.
Culminating the public review process, the Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) met on June
17, 2002. After a review of the results of the technical work session, the stakeholder work
sessions and the public meetings, the SAC offered advice on which initial alternatives should be
carried into the next phase of study.

The list of conceptual alternatives included potential upgrades to north-south and east-west
arterials. These included the connection of Fulton to San Jacinto across the Union Pacific
Railroad and IH-10; an upgrade to North Shepherd; and widening of North Main, Airline, Fulton,
Parker, and Yale.

A preliminary analysis of upgrading North Shepherd to a “super arterial” was conducted early in
the alternatives analysis. A “super arterial” is defined as an arterial with grade separations at all
major cross streets. From IH 45 to Tidwell, North Shepherd could be upgraded to a “super
arterial”. However, south of Tidwell, a conversion to a “super arterial” would significantly impact
access to existing businesses and homes. Because of the access issue south of Tidwell, further
analysis of North Shepherd was not pursued.

As a part of the analysis of transit alternatives, the potential of widening Airline was explored
with the neighborhoods. The feedback received from residents and businesses was the
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North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

widening of Airline was unacceptable. The transit alternatives that traverses Airline is planned
to be on structure to avoid widening the street.

North Main from UH-Downtown to Boundary is the planned alignment for the North Corridor
LRT. To accommodate the LRT, North Main will be reduce from a six lane arterial to a two lane
street.

Fulton from its southern terminus at Burnett to IH 610 is a two lane street. In the past there has
been significant neighborhood opposition to widening Fulton through these limits. The North
Corridor LRT is planned to follow a portion of Fulton inside IH 610 and from IH 610 to
Crosstimbers. With the addition of the LRT, Fulton (from IH 610 to Crosstimbers) will be reduce
from a four lane divided street to a two lane street.

Of the potential upgrades, the following arterial improvements were incorporated into the travel
demand modeling process to better understand the ability of the arterial system to satisfy short
and medium distance trips, thereby removing these trips from the freeway system:

e Fulton from Crosstimbers to Parker (widen to 4 lanes)
e Parker from IH 45 to Holmstead (widen to 4 lane divided)
e Yale from Parker to Tidwell (widen to 4 lanes)

A completed evaluation matrix (Exhibit 12) presents the evaluation results using the criteria and
evaluation methodology. The last column of the matrix indicates those alternatives
recommended to be carried forward for further evaluation in the next phase of the North-Hardy
Planning Studies.
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* If improvement can be made within existing ROW

Exhibit 12: Evaluation Matrix

North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

Evaluation Criteria

Transit Mode or Capital
] H|ghway Development  Community Cost Regional Environmental Community Mobility Ease of cher ) Carry to
Alignment  Project Support Ranking Perspective Impacts Impacts Impacts  Implementation  Considerations  Next Phase
IH-45 LRT + - + + o] + - Requires close Yes
coordination with
BRT ) ) ° + ° + ) IH-45 highway Yes
Highway improvements
e Freeway to o* o] o] o* o* - - Yes*
Standards
e Add1lane o* - + o* o* + - Yes*
per direction
e Add 2 lane o* - + o* o* + - Yes*
per direction
e Add Managed o* - + o* o* + - Yes*
Lanes
e HOVto + (o] (o] o* o* o] - Yes*
Standards
e HOV 2-way + - + o* o* + - Yes*
Fulton to San Jacinto Arterial + - o} o] + + o] Yes
Connection
Hardy LRT/Commuter - o] o} o] o] 0 - Railroad No
Rail unresponsive
LRT + - + + + o] - Yes
BRT o] - o] + + o] - Yes
Airline LRT + o] + + + + - Yes
BRT + o] o] + + + - Yes
Kuykendahl  LRT + o] + o] o] + o] Yes
P&R to IAH
BRT + o] o] o] o] + 0 Yes
Peoplemover o] -- - o} - - - Requires No
transfer from
other modes
Kuykendahl  LRT o] o] - o] + + o] No
BRT + o] - o] + + o] Preserves ROW Yes

for future LRT
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North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

2.4  Short List of Alternatives

As a result of the screening of the initial alternatives, the short list of highway alternatives,
including one No-Build and six Build Alternatives were analyzed. The analysis of all highway
alternatives assumed that both the advanced high-capacity transit in the North-Hardy Corridor
and Hardy Toll Road improvements are in place. The assumptions for transit were the solutions
for the North-Hardy Corridor as approved by City of Houston voters in November, 2003, as
follows:

e North Corridor LRT from UH-Downtown to Bush IAH.
o Two-way express bus service on IH-45.
e First phase of LRT from UH-Downtown to Northline Mall.

The assumptions for the Hardy Toll Road improvements are those that are planned by the
Harris County Toll Road Authority, as follows:

¢ Hardy Toll Road Extension from IH-610 to Downtown
e Widen Hardy Toll Road to 6 lanes from Beltway 8 to IH-45 in Montgomery County.
2.4.1 No-Build Alternative

The No-Build Highway Alternative also includes the Metropolitan Transit Authority (METRO)
transit services and facilities that were programmed to be in operation in FY 2007 (including the
Downtown to Reliant Park light rail service that began operations in January 2004) and the
regional roadway/highway system that was programmed to be in place in 2022.

In addition to METRO service, the No-Build Highway Alternative includes bus service into
Houston provided by the Brazos Transit District (Woodlands Service) and TREKEXPRESS (Fort
Bend County/US 59 South). Roadway improvements included in the No-Build Highway
Alternative, except for IH-45 North where future improvements were removed to test multiple IH-
45 highway options, are identified in the Houston-Galveston Area Council (H-GAC) 2022
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (Adopted February 25, 2000). As a result, all highway
elements in the IH-45 North and Hardy Toll road corridors represent a FY 2007 level of
investment.

The transit service and roadway improvements included in the No-Build Highway Alternative
respond to the substantial increase in the region’s population and employment In twenty years,
the Houston area will have two million more people and add over one million new jobs. The
additional trips generated by the new residents and jobs and the three-fold increase in motor
vehicles will aggravate congestion on the regional roadway system that will need to be mitigated
by multiple types of transportation projects.

METROQO'’s service area encompasses 1,285 square miles comprising most of Harris County and
small portions of Fort Bend, Waller, and Montgomery Counties. METRO provides
approximately 6,700 route miles of service using over 1,450 buses on fixed-routes and special
events service (such as sporting and community event shuttles). METRO operates bus service
seven days a week, with weekday service operating from 3:47am (first bus in revenue service)
to 2:27am (last bus in revenue service), weekdays. The span of service is less on weekends.
In addition, METRO offers paratransit services for the senior and disabled communities utilizing
118 vans and 124 sedans. METRO, in conjunction with TxDOT, has funded and constructed
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North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

over 100 miles of High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes on six freeways that METRO uses for
many of its commuter routes.*

In FY2002, METRO carried over 97 million annual boardings on all fixed route and special bus
services. In addition, over 20 million person trips in carpools and vanpools on METRO’s HOV
lanes contributed to system wide annual boardings.?

In January 2004, METRO began operating the Downtown to Reliant Park light rail line with 16
stations, including one new Park & Ride lot, two transit centers and a new light rail maintenance
and storage facility. Current ridership levels have already achieved the 2025 targets of 33,000
average daily riders/.

Concurrent with the operation of light rail, METRO has programmed bus service improvements
that include route alignment and service frequency modifications. All of these improvements are
included in the No-Build Highway Alternative for this study. The No-Build bus routes are
presented in Exhibit 13. Overall, the service improvements will change the existing system as
indicated in Exhibit 14.

Exhibit 12: Summary of No-Build METRO Service Characteristics

Element 2003 2025 No-Build (estimate)
Fixed Routes by Service 74 Local 84 Local
Type* 8 Express 10 Express
28 Park & Ride 37 Park & Ride
Bus Fleet Size 1,457 (including spares) 1,600 (including spares)
Annual Revenue Miles of 56.22 million 87.21 million
Bus Service**
Annual Revenue Hours of 3.82 million 4.63 million
Bus Service**
Light Rail Fleet Size - 18
Annual Revenue Miles of - 836,290
Light Rail Service
Annual Revenue Hours of - 65,346

Light Rail Service

*Does not include employee shuttles and transit services operated by other entities. Does not count route
branches as separate routes. All numbers are based on Year-to-Date figures as of January 2003. No growth
was assumed for 2007.

**The 2025 estimates do not assume an increase in Special Bus Services from the 2003 levels and are
annualized based on 300 operational days per year.

Source: METRO Scheduling Department, METRO Rail Operations Department, and METRO Capital
Planning Department; December 2002; METRO Office of Management & Budget; January 2003.

1 HOV lanes operate between 5:00am and 11:00am and between 2:00pm and 8:00pm weekdays. The
HOV lanes on the Katy Freeway are operational on Saturday and Sunday as well.

2 METRO Office of Management & Budget Department, January 27, 2003.
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North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

Exhibit 13: No-Build Transit Route Network

Unincorporated Harris County
City of Houston

Multicities

Outside METRO Service Area
Existing Routes

Additional No Build Routes

Source: METRO Transit System Analysis, 03/20/03
Base Map, METRO GIS & Cartography
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North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

As a result of No-Build service improvements, METRO's total annual transit boardings are
expected to increase from 97 million in 2003 to approximately 160 million by 2025.

To accommodate the increase in service levels assumed to occur by 2025, METRO will expand
or increase the number of transit facilities, including new locations for METRO’s Park & Ride
lots and transit centers, METRO’s HOV system, and a planned sixth bus maintenance and
storage facility has yet to be determined. (See Exhibit 15)

Exhibit 14: No-Build METRO Capital Facilities

Transit Facility 2003 2025 No Build
Bus Park & Ride Lots 25 29
Bus-only Transit Centers 15 19
HOV Lanes Used By METRO 97.7 miles* 187 miles**
(centerline miles)
Light Rail Park & Ride Lots 0 1
Light Rail-Bus Transit Centers 0 2
Bus and Light Rail Storage and 5 bus facilities 6 bus facilities
Maintenance Facilities 1 light rail facility
Other METRO Storage and 1 non-revenue vehicle 1 non-revenue vehicle
Maintenance Facilities facility facility

1 central supply 1 central supply
Source: METRO Service Planning, December 17, 2002; 2025 No-Build Transit Facilities, METRO Capital
Planning.

*Source: METRO Planning, Engineering & Construction, HOV Lane Program Status Report, 04/09/03.
**Generated from Houston METRO EMME/2 Travel Demand Model for No-Build Scenario January 2003

The regional highway and roadway system is comprised of interstate and other federal
highways, state highways, county roads, toll roads, and arterial roadways in the eight-county
metropolitan area. In 2000, the regional roadway system totaled over 20,000 lane miles of
major highways and roads. In addition, the regional highway network incorporates a system of
freeway HOV lanes, most of which have been constructed and are used by METRO.

Regional roadway mobility levels will deteriorate unless planned transportation improvements
are implemented. The planned roadway improvements include expansion of the regional
roadway and HOV system. As indicated in Exhibit 16, between 2000 and 2022, freeway lane
miles will increase by 1,269 miles, but centerline miles (construction of new freeway segments)
will increase by only 122 miles. The smaller growth in centerline miles is indicative of more
freeway widening projects than construction of new freeways. The regional HOV system is also
benefiting from the freeway widening projects. METRO will be operating 112 miles of HOV
lanes in 2007, up from 89 miles available in 2000.
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Exhibit 15: No-Build Regional Roadway Improvements through 2022

2002 2022

Centerline Lane Centerline Lane
Roadway Facility Miles Miles Miles Miles
Freeway 510 3,199 714 4,591
Tollway 87 443 139 744
Principal Arterial 1,149 4,485 1,371 5,873
Other Arterial 3,018 8,903 3,219 10,824
Collector 1,502 3,227 1,577 3,791
HOV Lanes 89* 90** 187 316

* Miles of HOV facilities

** Miles of HOV lanes, counting each lane separately, even if an HOV lane parallels another on the same

roadway segment

Source: H-GAC 2022 Metropolitan Transportation Plan, 2000; H-GAC, 2/17/2003. (Includes 8 county region)

In addition, the arterial street system will undergo extensive improvements. Supplementing the

regional roadway network are toll roads and new toll lanes being constructed by the Harris
County Toll Road Authority (HCTRA). Currently, HCTRA operates 87 centerline miles of toll
roads and is constructing or planning to construct approximately 139 centerline miles of toll

facilities.

Within the Houston-Galveston region, there are approximately 160 miles of bicycle and
pedestrian facilities not including sidewalks. The Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

identifies ways to implement and expand the planned 500+ mile network.

The characteristics of the No-Build Highway Alternative are shown in Exhibit 17.
Exhibit 16: Characteristics of the No-Build Highway Alternative

Volume to
2025 Daily  Capacity  Level of Peak

Traffic Ratio Service Period
Section Volume (VIC) (LOS) Speed
North of Buffalo Bayou:
IH-10 to IH-610 267,727 1.24 E 32 mph
IH-610 to Beltway 8 314,794 1.45 E 27 mph
Beltway 8 to FM 1960 324,991 1.21 E 33 mph
FM 1960 to SH 242 242,263 1.23 E 33 mph
Reversible HOV Lane 17,456 1.02 E 38 mph
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2.4.2 Build Alternatives

Resulting from the initial level screening, six Highway Build Alternatives were carried forward for
further analysis. Because of the concerns raised by the public about the potential widening of
the IH 45 right-of-way, the initial level screening eliminated conceptual alternatives that would
require a more than a 12 lane cross section. The Highway Build Alternatives are described as
follows:

Highway Build Alternative 1

This alternative is a 12-lane cross section from IH-10 to FM 1960 consisting of 10 general
purpose lanes and two reversible, special purpose lanes. The special purpose lanes are one-
way reversible lanes that operate in the peak direction. One of the special purpose lanes is
dedicated to HOV use. The cross section from FM 1960 to SH 242 would consist of eight
general purpose lanes.

Highway Build Alternative 2

This alternative is a 12-lane cross section from IH-10 to Beltway 8 consisting of eight general
purpose lanes and four managed lanes. Managed lanes are separate facilities within the
freeway designed to provide dependable travel times for carpools, buses, and single occupant
vehicles willing to pay a toll. Tolls and vehicle occupancy requirements are used to maintain at
least a LOS C in the managed lanes at all times. From Beltway 8 to FM 1960 the cross section
would consist of 10 general purpose lanes and two concurrent flow HOV lanes. From FM 1960
to SH 242 the cross section would consist of eight general purpose lanes and two concurrent
flow HOV lanes.

Highway Build Alternative 3

This alternative is a 12-lane cross section from IH-10 to FM 1960 consisting of 10 general
purpose lanes and two barrier separated HOV lanes. The HOV lanes are envisioned to be a
two-way operation at all times. The cross section from FM 1960 to SH 242 would be eight
general purpose lanes and two barrier separated HOV lanes.

Highway Build Alternative 4

This alternative is a 12-lane cross section from IH-10 to FM 1960 consisting of 10 general
purpose lanes and two non-barrier separated HOV lanes. The HOV lanes are envisioned to be
a two-way operation at all times. The cross section from FM 1960 to SH 242 would be eight
general purpose lanes and two non-barrier separated HOV lanes.

Highway Build Alternative 5

This alternative is a 10-lane cross section from IH-10 to Beltway 8 consisting of eight general
purpose lanes and two barrier separated HOV lanes. The HOV lanes are envisioned to be a
two-way operation at all times. From Beltway 8 to FM 1960 the cross section would consist of
10 general purpose lanes and two barrier separated HOV lanes. From FM 1960 to SH 242 the
cross section would consist of eight general purpose lanes and two barrier-separated HOV
lanes.

Highway Build Alternative 6

This alternative is a 10-lane cross section from IH-10 to Beltway 8 consisting of eight general

purpose lanes and two non-barrier separated HOV lanes. The HOV lanes are envisioned to be
a two-way operation at all times. From Beltway 8 to FM 1960 the cross section would consist of
10 general purpose lanes and two non-barrier separated HOV lanes. From FM 1960 to SH 242
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the cross section would consist of eight general purpose lanes and two non-barrier separated
HOV lanes.
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3.0 Environmental Screening of Short Listed Alternatives

This section considers the potential environmental impacts of the six Build Alternatives for IH-45
improvements that were short listed for the North-Hardy Corridor. For the purposes of the
environmental screening of the short list, the Corridor has been divided into six identifiable
community areas, from south to north as follows (see Exhibit 18):

e Near Northside

e Northside/Northline

e Aldine

e Greenspoint/IAH

e Spring

¢ The Woodlands/South Montgomery County

3.1 Environmental Factors Considered

A wide range of environmental factors was considered in the screening of the six Build
Alternatives. At this stage of the study, issues were assessed to determine how the proposed
alternatives compare when environmental factors are taken into account.

The environmental factors that were assessed range from urban elements, to natural elements
to cultural elements. Urban elements include consideration of such issues as the land use
impacts, noise, air quality impacts, safety and security, energy, impacts on existing
communities, and environmental justice considerations. The natural environmental elements
that were considered include wetlands, water quality and quantity, subsidence, floodplains, and
threatened and endangered species. The cultural elements include historic, archeological and
park resources.

3.2 Summary of Assessment of Impact

There is not a great deal to distinguish the Build Alternatives in terms of potential environmental
impacts in general. However, none of the proposed Build Alternatives would have such a
significant potential impact on environmental considerations as to constitute a fatal flaw.
Further consideration to the environment impacts will be given during the schematic
design/environmental review process, which is expected to begin following completion of the
planning phase.

3.3 Land Use

The existing land use characteristics vary from south to north along the Corridor becoming
increasingly suburban and rural, however, the overriding environment along most of IH-45
consists of highway related land uses. Existing uses within each community area are discussed
below and shown in Exhibits 19 through 28.
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Exhibit 18: Communities in the Corridor
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Exhibit 19: Land Use (1)
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Exhibit 20: Land Use (2)
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Exhibit 21: Land Use (3)
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Exhibit 22: Land Use (4)
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Exhibit 23: Land Use (5)
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Exhibit 25: Land Use (7)
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North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

Exhibit 28: Land Use (10)
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3.1.1 General Description
Near Northside

The Near Northside area takes in the most southerly portion of the Corridor, from Buffalo Bayou
to the Houston Belt and Terminal (HBT) rail line just north of IH-610. The Near Northside is part
of Houston’s old Fifth Ward and was first settled in the 1880s. It is the oldest and most urban of
the six community areas.

Existing land uses are primarily older established residential, along with a mix of light industrial
(car lots, self-storage) and commercial (motels, gas stations, restaurants). Hollywood Cemetery
and Woodland Park abut IH-45 just north of IH-10. White Oak Bayou crosses IH-45 in this area.
Moody Park is located east of IH-45 at the intersection of North Main Street. Little White Oak
Bayou crosses under IH-45 at Patton Street and runs alongside the southbound frontage road
of IH-45 between Patton Street and Link Road. Between IH-610 and the railroad, commercial
and industrial land uses dominate.

Northside/Northline

Abutting the Near Northside area to the north, stretching from the HBT rail line north of IH-610
to Little York Road, is Northside/Northline. This area gets its name from the Northline Mall,
which is located at IH-45 and East Crosstimbers. Northline Mall, which opened in the mid-
1960s, was one of Houston'’s first suburban, indoor shopping malls. Like other malls developed
in Houston around this time, the Northline Mall began to decline in the 1970s as the population
continued to move to new suburban locations and the second ring of shopping malls were
developed farther out at the perimeter of the city.

Through this area, the land uses along IH-45 are primarily highway-oriented commercial,
industrial, and some residential (transitional/declining) — both single-family homes and
apartment complexes. There are also some neighborhood community facilities and abandoned
properties.

Aldine

This area is more sparsely developed than the communities to the south. Land uses are
generally highway-oriented commercial, highway-oriented industrial properties. There are also
some single-family homes, Aldine Ninth Grade School, neighborhood community facilities and
scattered vacant tracts.

The area between Little York and Beltway 8 has significant portions of land that are located
outside the corporate limits of the City of Houston. There are some apartment complexes
located between Blue Bell and Aldine Bender, as well as single family residential properties.

Closer to the IH-45/Beltway 8 interchange, uses along the freeway are in newer, low rise
developments and are generally more uniform in character. Near Aldine-Bender, existing land
uses are predominantly commercial, consisting of big box stores such as Best Buy, etc. Office
development is located on the southeast and southwest corners of the IH-45/Beltway 8
interchange.

Greenspoint/IAH

The Greenspoint area has long attracted new development due to the accessibility to IAH and
Greenspoint Mall. Recently growing residential communities to the north, east, and west have
also added to the attraction for the mall and related development activity. Development in this
area began in 1969 in conjunction with the opening of IAH, which was connected to IH-45 and
U.S. 59 via Beltway 8 service lanes in 1970. This corridor eventually evolved as the focal point
of development activities through that decade and into the early 1980s. Federated Realty

45



North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

Corporation, as part of a 500-acre master planned development, opened Greenspoint Mall in
1976, which was eventually expanded in 1980 to 1.5 million square feet. The Mall became a
major catalyst for new development in this area.

By the early 1980s, Greenspoint was acknowledged as one of Houston prime activity centers
with in excess of 10 million square feet of office space and employment of 20,000 workers. The
economic downturn during the 1980s had a significant, deteriorating impact on the area. By the
mid-1990s various redevelopment initiatives were put in place to stabilize the economy and
development of the area.

The land uses in this area consist of large tracts of vacant land, large apartment complexes,
commercial and office buildings, and Greenspoint Mall. There are also some single-family
homes and industrial properties, as well as a cemetery adjacent to IH-45 between Greens Road
and Rankin Road. Greens Bayou crosses IH-45 between Greens Road and Rankin Road.

The Kuykendahl Park and Ride is located just west of IH-45, along with large tracts of vacant
land, apartment complexes, single-family neighborhoods and highway-oriented commercial and
industrial uses and community facilities (e.g., large school buildings). In addition, there are
some scattered light industrial uses and newer single-family subdivisions.

IH-45 in this area is a fairly uniform suburban environment with a predominant freeway
character and alternating older and newer commercial developments clustered at the
interchanges.

Spring

The northern part of Harris County has long been known for its idyllic, rural setting, consisting of
large lot residential, small farms, and undeveloped, forested tracts of land. Located between
The Woodlands and expanding residential development in southern Montgomery County, and
the movement of new development northwards from the City of Houston, the Spring area is
undergoing a relatively rapid transformation.

Existing land uses in this area continue to become more scattered and more suburban, with
large tracts of vacant land, along with pockets of apartment development, scattered light
industrial uses, highway-oriented commercial uses, and single-family subdivisions. The Spring
High School campus is also located along this section of IH-45 at Cypresswood Drive. North of
Cypress Creek the surroundings are relatively open, with some residential development located
behind noise barriers.

The Woodlands/South Montgomery County

As IH-45 continues north to The Woodlands and SH-242, the land uses include more large
tracts of vacant land, strip retail, The Woodlands Town Center, medical/professional uses, low-
rise office/research facilities, light industrial uses, single-family subdivisions, and apartment
complexes.

In 1961, Mitchell Energy & Development Corporation began an eleven-year acquisition program
in The Woodlands area. In 1972, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD) pledged the support of its Title 7 program, guaranteeing $50 million in debt, the largest
guarantee ever given. Development commenced in 1973 and today, The Woodlands has
become a signature new town development. A significant amount of additional development is
planned to take place in this area.

The general character of South Montgomery County has been shaped largely by The
Woodlands in terms of the proliferation of residential subdivisions and supporting
commercial/retail developments. The land use character of this area is predominantly a hard-
edged freeway experience, as the elevated freeway crosses the expanse of the Spring Creek
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floodplain. Northward toward SH 242, the foreground is uniformly developed with a mix of
primarily low rise freeway commercial, sited within a retreating forest edge.

3.1.2 Assessment of Impact

From the perspective of land use sensitivity, the most significant potential impacts from the Build
Alternatives would be as IH-45 runs adjacent to existing residential areas and schools. Care will
need to be taken to protect against neighborhood disruption, noise impacts, and displacement
of existing residents. The overall land use character along IH-45 consists of highway-related
uses, including a significant number of billboards and other visual disruptions. Further
consideration to the potential impacts land uses will also be given during the schematic
design/environmental review process, which is expected to begin following completion of the
planning phase.

3.2 Acquisition and Displacements

Acquisition and displacement impacts of the Highway Build Alternatives are not known at this
time since the right-of-way needs have not been determined. Specific right-of-way requirements
will be determined during the schematic design and the environmental review process which is
expected to begin following completion of the planning phase.

3.3 Noise

There are several older, established residential neighborhoods along IH-45, especially within
the Near Northside community. Noise abatement measures, such as noise barriers, should be
considered as part of any build alternative. Further consideration to the potential noise impacts
will be given during the schematic design/environmental review process, which is expected to
begin following completion of the planning phase.

3.4  Air Quality

3.4.1 Background

The Houston area? is currently designated by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as a
“nonattainment area for one or more critical pollutants” — specifically ozone. Ozone, formed by
the combination of emitted nitrogen oxides (NOx) and hydrocarbons, also called photochemical
smog, is the only criteria pollutant for which the eight-county Houston-Galveston area currently
fails to meet the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). An area that fails to meet
the NAAQS for a pollutant is said to be in nonattainment for that pollutant.

The ozone nonattainment area is classified as “severe™ and is required to attain a 1-hour ozone
standard of 0.12 parts per million (ppm) by November 15, 2007. This issue is being addressed
in a comprehensive manner on a variety of fronts, under the coordination of the Houston-

® The eight counties that make up the Houston-Galveston ozone nonattainment area for the one-hour
standard are Brazoria, Chambers, Fort Bend, Galveston, Harris, Liberty, Montgomery and Waller. The
counties comprise the Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area (CMSA) for the Houston region.

* The Houston nonattainment area is classified as a Severe-17 nonattainment area, based on its highest
ozone levels during 1987-89. The Clean Air Act Amendments gave these areas 17 years to meet the
one-hour ozone standard, and, therefore, they have a one-hour ozone attainment deadline of 2007.
Source: “Air Quality Reference Guide for the Houston-Galveston Area”, prepared by the Regional Air
Quality Planning Committee of the Houston-Galveston Area Council, July 2002.
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Galveston Area Council (H-GAC). Some reduction measures are being imposed, such as the
reduced speed limits along State freeways, while other measures are incentive-based and
voluntary, such as tax incentives, funding opportunities, public relations and marketing,
emission reduction methodologies, technical and financial assistance to create emission
reductions credits, education in the use of emission reductions credits: donating, selling and
trading, and assistance with other grant and rebate programs under the State's Texas Emission
Reduction Plan (TERP). All efforts are aimed at a demonstration of attainment by the required
date.

“The majority of area air quality efforts in this region are focused on (1) obtaining a better
understanding and measuring of the area'’s ozone levels and its precursors, and (2) identifying
and implementing effective ozone reduction control strategies.”

Long-term reduction in ozone for Houston will generally be the result of efforts made to reduce
emissions from various sources of Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) and Nitrogen Oxides
(NOx). One of the sources of VOC and NOx emissions is “on-road mobile sources”, which
consist of automobiles, trucks, motorcycles and other types of vehicles.

3.4.2 State Implementation Plan (SIP)

The EPA requires that States with areas that fail to meet the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards prepare and execute a State Implementation Plan (SIP). The purpose of the SIP is
to demonstrate attainment of the federal air quality standards in a honattainment area.

From its review of the November 1999 SIP prepared by the Texas Commission on
Environmental Quality (TCEQ), the EPA determined that there was a gap of 118 tons per day
(tpd) between the reductions proposed by the plan and those needed for attainment. As a
consequence, the EPA required further control measures and commitments to be prepared. In
December 2000, the TCEQ submitted a SIP revision to reduce the shortfall (“gap SIP”).

“For the first time, the agency [TCEQ] was forced to adopt strategies that influenced behavior
because no additional technologically based strategies were available.”®

A follow-up SIP revision (“clean-up SIP”) was submitted in September 2001 and on October 21,
2001 the EPA approved both the December 2000 and September 2001 SIP revisions as
demonstration of attainment.

A further SIP revision was subsequently prepared. The SIP includes numerous transportation
control measures identified by H-GAC such as traffic signalization, bicycle-pedestrian projects,
intersection improvements, and park-and-ride lots. Implementation of the measures contained
in the SIP is intended to achieve attainment of the 1-hour ozone standard in the Houston area
by November 15, 2007, the date required for attainment.

3.4.3 Transportation Conformity

“Transportation conformity is required by 8176(c) of the Federal Clean Air Act (FCAA). The
FCAA requires that transportation plans, programs, and projects conform to SIPs in order to
receive federal transportation funding and project approvals. Conformity to a SIP means that

® “Air Quality Reference Guide for the Houston-Galveston Area”, prepared by the Regional Air Quality
Planning Committee of the Houston-Galveston Area Council, July 2002.

® “Air Quality Reference Guide for the Houston-Galveston Area”, prepared by the Regional Air Quality
Planning Committee of the Houston-Galveston Area Council, July 2002.
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transportation activities will not cause or contribute to new air quality violations, increase the
frequency or severity of existing violations, or delay timely attainment of the NAAQS.”’

It is the responsibility of the H-GAC, as the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), acting
through its Transportation Policy Council (TPC), to ensure that the transportation plans for the
Houston-Galveston area — including plans for freeways, surface roads, HOV lanes and transit —
are in conformity with the SIP. Both the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP), a 20-year
long-range transportation plan, and the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), a three-
year implementation plan, need to be in conformity with the SIP.

Conformity is also necessary in order to obtain continued Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA) funding of transportation plans, programs and
projects. The Transportation Equity Act (TEA-21)® requires that projects must be in a fiscally
constrained and conforming transportation plan and transportation improvement program in
order to be approved, funded, advanced through the planning process or implemented.

To conform, there cannot be an increase in the VOC or NOx emissions generated by on-road
mobile sources from those shown in the 1990 emissions inventory, even if there is an increase
in vehicle miles traveled. Transportation emissions must continue to decline throughout the
long-range transportation planning time.®

Transportation conformity must be periodically revised based on changing requirements of the
SIP and revisions to the MTP. Transportation conformity is an analytical process that
establishes the major connection between transportation planning and emission reductions from
transportation sources.’

The current MTP for the region, the 2025 Regional Transportation Plan, was adopted by H-GAC
in June, 2004 and the current TIP was adopted in June 2003. In May 2002, H-GAC prepared a
conformity re-determination document to show that the 2022 Metropolitan Transportation Plan
Update and the 2002 - 2004 Transportation Improvement Program for the Houston-Galveston
Transportation Management Area meet the requirements of the SIP for the Houston-Galveston
Ozone Nonattainment Area. The latest air quality conformity determination was approved by
the EPA and FHWA in June 2004.

The Draft Recommended Highway Alternative for IH-45, once selected and included in the MTP
and TIP, will require a similar conformity re-determination by H-GAC. On-road mobile
emissions must meet the motor vehicle emission budget (MVEB) requirements in the SIP by the
2007 attainment date and cannot increase the number or severity of 0zone exceedances in the
Houston region.

" “Revisions to The State Implementation Plan (SIP) for the Control of Ozone Air Pollution, Post-1999
Rate-Of-Progress and Attainment Demonstration SIP for the Houston/Galveston Ozone Nonattainment
Area, Inspection/Maintenance SIP for the Houston/Galveston Ozone Nonattainment Area”, Texas Natural
Resource Conservation Commission, December 6, 2000.

® Transportation Equity Act (TEA-21) authorizes the Federal surface transportation programs for
highways, highway safety, and transit for the 6-year period 1998-2003.

° “Air Quality Reference Guide for the Houston-Galveston Area”, prepared by the Regional Air Quality
Planning Committee of the Houston-Galveston Area Council, July 2002.

% “Transportation Conformity: A Basic Guide for State & Local Officials,” U.S. Department of
Transportation, Publication No. FHWA-PD-97-035.
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3.4.4 Emission Rates
Local Emissions Analysis

Air quality local analysis focuses on conditions in the immediate proximity of IH-45. The EPA
recommends analyzing intersections that currently operate, or are expected to operate in the
future, at a Level of Service (LOS) of D or worse.

As discussed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the North Corridor Light Rail
Transit, most of the intersections within the study area currently operate at LOS A and B with
two intersection operate at LOS C (without the implementation of the Transit Build Alternative).
In 2025, all of the intersections, except two, would operate at LOA A or B (without the
implementation of the Transit Build Alternative) and one would operate at LOS C and two at
LOS D. With the LRT, LOS on local streets would range from LOS A to C, with two
intersections at LOS D (Fulton Street / Cavalcade Street and Fulton Street IH-610), one at LOS
E (Irvington Boulevard/Cavalcade Street), and one at LOS F (Fulton Street/Crosstimbers
Street). The localized air quality analysis focused on the three “worst case” conditions at three
intersections within the study area.™

Once the Draft Recommended Highway Alternative has been identified as part of the
Alternatives Analysis, the major intersections should be analyzed in terms of their LOS for
current conditions, no-build future conditions, and future conditions with the Draft
Recommended Highway Alternative. The results of the LOS analysis will serve as the basis for
determining if additional analysis or modeling of carbon monoxide (CO) is necessary. If the
future conditions do not degrade any intersections from LOS C or better to LOS D or worse,
then further “hot spot” analysis should not be necessary. Once the Draft Recommended
Highway Alternative is identified and a formal National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
assessment (Environmental Assessment - EA/Environmental Impact Statement - EIS) is
undertaken, a hot spot analysis should be conducted.

Regional Emissions Analysis

Regional emissions analysis is derived from the output of the regional travel demand model
maintained by H-GAC. Regional air quality analysis for the North-Hardy Corridor will involve
comparing the regional vehicle miles traveled (VMT) for the “No Build” network to the VMT for
the network that contains the Draft Recommended Highway Alternative. Once the Draft
Recommended Highway Alternative is selected, this analysis should be conducted.

3.4.5 Assessment of Impact

The opportunities provided by the Build Alternatives in providing additional HOV capacity may
help to address air quality issues. Air quality impacts of the Build Alternatives will be reviewed
further during schematic design and the environmental review process which is expected to
begin following completion of the planning phase.

1 North Corridor Light Rail Transit Environmental Impact Statement, Chapter 5, Environmental
Consequences, page 5-21.
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3.5 Safety & Security

Displacement of existing traffic during construction is an important safety consideration. A
through-traffic plan should be reviewed and in place prior to construction to address these
issues. It is not anticipated that construction of any of the alternatives will involve unusual or
particularly dangerous construction types, procedures, or locations that will pose any significant
safety or security impacts. Standard construction safety practices, as established by
government regulations, including the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA),
as well as TxDOT specifications, will minimize the potential for accidents and other safety
problems. Extended efforts should be made for public awareness during construction to
minimize public inconvenience. A Safety Plan will need to be developed and implemented to
ensure pedestrian safety during construction, and to monitor and respond to any safety issues
as they arise, in keeping with federal guidelines. All applicable safety and security guidelines
and policies should be followed during construction and operations, regardless of which
alternative is selected.

3.6 Energy

The total energy consumption of the proposed highway build alternatives for in the North-Hardy
Corridor can be measured as the sum of two elements: construction energy and operating
energy. Construction energy includes the energy used in operating equipment at the
construction site, in producing and transporting construction materials, energy consumed by
vehicles that are delayed by the construction of facilities, and in manufacturing vehicles and
equipment. Operating energy usage includes energy consumed by the operation and
maintenance of the facilities. The net energy consumed by the highway improvements would
be the total construction energy plus the total operating energy, minus the energy savings
resulting from trip diversion from other less-efficient transportation modes.

The opportunities provided by the Build Alternatives in providing additional HOV capacity may
help to provide energy savings in terms of operation if a greater proportion of people currently
using SOV switch to shared rides, bus or another form of mass transit. The overall energy
savings from an operational aspect would be dependent upon how many current and future
SOVs make the switch from their current mode of travel. The difference between the impacts of
any of the Build Alternatives on energy consumption are likely negligible.

3.7 Communities

3.7.1 Introduction

This section discusses the characteristics of the communities within the Corridor in terms of
their population and demographics, as well as potential for neighborhood disruption resulting
from the proposed Highway Build Alternatives.

3.7.2 Population and Households

Within the study area, there are a total of 435,137 people and 147,275 households, based on
U.S. Census 2000 data, as shown in Exhibit 29. The household size within the study area is
generally larger than it is for the City of Houston or the Houston-Galveston-Brazoria
Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area (CMSA) as a whole; 2.95 persons per household for
the Corridor, vs. 2.72 for the City of Houston and 2.85 for the CMSA. Exhibit 30 illustrates the
population distribution within the communities in the Corridor.
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Exhibit 29: Population/Households

Average

Population Households Household

(2000) (2000) Size (pph)
Near Northside 74,366 24,239 3.07
Northside/Northline 73,822 22,239 3.32
Aldine 62,970 18,706 3.37
Greenspoint/Bush Intercontinental Airport 79,953 29,769 2.69
Spring 69,708 25,622 2.72
The Woodlands/South Montgomery County 74,318 26,700 2.78
Total Corridor 435,137 147,275 2.95
City of Houston 1,954,848 718,897 2.72
Houston-Galveston-Brazoria CMSA 4,669,571 1,640,843 2.85

Source: US Census 2000
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Exhibit 30: Population Distribution
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3.7.3 Ethnicity

For the purposes of this analysis, ethnicity in the Corridor has been divided into four main

categories: Hispanic, White, Black and Other.* Based on U.S. Census 2000 data, the ethnicity
of people living in the Corridor is predominantly both White and Hispanic — with the White (Non-
Hispanic) population being the principal ethnicity in the northern portions of the Corridor (Spring

and the Woodlands/South Montgomery County) and the Hispanic population (all races) being
the predominant group in the southern communities (Near Northside, Northside/Northline, and
Aldine). The Greenspoint/IAH area is fairly evenly split, with Hispanic, Black, and White
populations, in descending order.

The ethnic distribution within the North-Hardy Corridor contrasts with that of both the City of
Houston and the CMSA. The City has a fairly even distribution of each ethnic group, whereas at
the CMSA level, the population is mostly White. Exhibits 31 and 32 both illustrate the ethnicity

within the Corridor.

Exhibit 31: Ethnicity

Population Households

Household Ethnicity

(2000) (2000) Hispanic Black White Other

Near Northside 74,366 24239 45672 61% 11,133 15% 16,911 23% 650 1%
Northside/Northline 73.822 22239 47,827 65% 14,790 20% 10,629 14% 576 1%
Aldine 62,970 18,706 33,079 53% 13.871 22% 14,008 22%  2.012 3%
Greenspoint/Bush 79,953 20769 30,946 39% 25,730 32% 20,082 25% 3,195 4%
Intercontinental Airport

Spring 69,708 25622 10,136 15% 5485 8% 51465 74% 2,622 4%
The Woodlands/South 74,318 26700 6381 9% 1982 3% 63721 86% 2,234 3%
Montgomery County

Total Corridor 435137 147,275 174,041 40% 72,991 17% 176,816 41% 11,289 3%
City of Houston 1,954.848 718,897 731,680 37% 487,094 25% 601,105 31% 134,969 7%
Houston-Galveston- ) o9 579 1 640,843 1,349,506 29% 776,907 17% 2,236,569 48% 306.589 7%

Brazoria CMSA

Source: US Census 2000

2 The U.S. Census collects information regarding two ethnic groups — Hispanic and Non-Hispanic. Within
these two ethnic groups, seven groups are identified with respect to race. For the purposes of this
analysis, Hispanic includes data regarding all seven races identified by the U.S. Census (including White,
Black and Other), whereas the specific information that is presented above regarding White, Black and
Other, only includes U.S. Census data for the Non-Hispanic population
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Exhibit 32: Map of Corridor Ethnicity
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3.7.4 Household Income

Based on the U.S. Census 2000 data, the median household income in the Corridor is $39,231.
This median income is somewhat higher than that for the City as a whole, but lower than
median income for the CMSA,; $36,616 and $44,761, respectively. There is a wide range in
median household income of the community areas within the Corridor — with The
Woodlands/South Montgomery County area being at the high end with $71,885, and the
Northside/Northline area being at low end with $26,329.

Several areas within the Corridor demonstrate median income levels lower than those of both
the City and the CMSA (Near Northside, Northside/Northline, Aldine and Greenspoint/IAH).
Spring and The Woodlands/South Montgomery County are areas with median incomes higher
than either the City or CMSA. Exhibits 33 and 34 illustrate the median household income within
the communities in the Corridor.

Exhibit 33: Median Household Income

Median
Household
Population Households Income
(2000) (2000) (Estimate)
Near Northside 74,366 24,239 $32,172
Northside/Northline 73,822 22,239 $26,329
Aldine 62,970 18,706 $31,247
Greenspoint/Bush 79,953 29,769 $33,285
Intercontinental Airport
Spring 69,708 25,622 $58,211
The Woodlands/ South 74,318 26,700 $71,885
Montgomery County
Total Corridor 435,137 147,275 $39,231
City of Houston 1,954,848 718,897 $36,616
Houston-Galveston- 4,669,571 1,640,843 $44,761
Brazoria CMSA

Note: Median household income calculation assumes that population counts are
uniformly distributed in the median income class.

Source: US Census 2000
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Exhibit 34: Household Income
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3.7.5 Poverty Levels

U.S. Census 2000 data shows that the overall poverty levels (as defined by the U.S. Census)
within the North-Hardy Corridor are generally in keeping with the rest of the City and the CMSA.
However, the southern portions of the Corridor (Near Northside, Northside/Northline and Aldine
areas) have poverty levels that are higher than both the City and the CMSA. Certain areas
exhibit significantly lower levels of poverty, specifically Spring and The Woodlands/South
Montgomery County. Exhibits 35 and 36 illustrate the poverty levels within the communities in
the Corridor.

Exhibit 35: Poverty Levels

People Below Poverty

Population Level
(2000) # %

Near Northside 74,366 16,974 23%
Northside/Northline 73,822 19,578 27%
Aldine 62,970 13,928 22%
G_reenspoint/Bush Intercontinental 79.953 13,885 17%
Airport

Spring 69,708 4,013 6%
The Woodlands/South Montgomery 74.318 4118 6%
County

Total Corridor 435,137 72,496 17%
City of Houston 1,954,848 369,045 19%
Houston-Galveston-Brazoria CMSA 4,669,571 628,385 14%

Note: The U.S. Census Bureau excludes the following from the numerator and denominator
when calculating poverty rates: institutionalized people, people in military group quarters, people
in college dormitories, and unrelated individuals under 15 years old.

Source: US Census 2000

3.7.6 Assessment of Impact

There are no significant differences between the Highway Build Alternatives in terms of their
potential impact on the communities within the Corridor. The southern portion of the North-
Hardy Corridor is primarily Hispanic, with lower median household incomes and higher poverty
levels than the northern portions of the Corridor, and the City and CMSA.

58



North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

Exhibit 36: Map of Corridor Poverty Levels
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3.8 Environmental Justice

3.8.1 Introduction

In February 1994, President Clinton issued Executive Order 12898, "Federal Actions to Address
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations.” This Executive
Order requires that federal agencies identify and address any disproportionately high and
adverse human health or environmental effects of programs, policies, and activities on minority
populations and low-income populations.

“Environmental justice is the goal to be achieved for all communities and persons across this
Nation. Environmental justice is achieved when everyone, regardless of race, culture, or
income, enjoys the same degree of protection from environmental and health hazards and equal
access to the decision-making process to have a healthy environment in which to live, learn,
and work “ 2

An Environmental Justice Community is defined as “any aggregated or dispersed population
that (a) is a low-income population based on the Bureau of the Census (BOC) Current
Population reports, (b) is over 50-percent minority, or (c) contains a minority population
percentage meaningfully greater than the minority population percentage in the general
population or other appropriate unit of geographic analysis.”*

For the purposes of Environmental Justice, “minority” is defined as “individuals who are
members of the following population groups: American Indian or Alaskan Native; Asian or
Pacific Islander; Black, not of Hispanic origin; or Hispanic.”*®

One of the most effective ways to ensure that no Environmental Justice community is
disproportionately impacted is to have an effective and meaningful public involvement program.
During the Alternatives Analysis study for the North-Hardy Corridor all reasonable efforts were
made to encourage broad public participation from all communities within the study area, and to
take into account other current and past local planning efforts and studies (such as the
Northside Village Economic Revitalization Plan). The results of these planning efforts are
reflected in the short list of alternatives that were analyzed. Further opportunities for public
involvement are planned as the study progresses.

In order to assess the potential impacts of the proposed LRT/BRT and highway/road
improvements in the North-Hardy Corridor on environmental justice issues, the following
components have been considered:

e Acquisitions and Displacements
¢ Noise

o Air Quality

o Safety & Security

e Communities

3 http://lwww.epa.gov/compliance/environmentaljustice/index.html
“ http://hydra.gsa.gov/pbs/pt/call-in/factshet/0298b/02_98 _1.htm

5 Guidance for Federal Agencies on Key Terms in Executive Order 12898, Federal Working Group on
Environmental Justice.
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e Cultural Resources

3.8.2 Acquisitions and Displacements

Acquisition and displacement impacts of the Highway Build Alternatives are not known at this
time since the right-of-way needs have not been determined. Specific right-of-way requirements
will be determined during the schematic design and the environmental review process which is
expected to begin following completion of the planning phase.

3.8.3 Noise

There are no disproportionately high or adverse effects anticipated from any of the Build
Alternatives on minority and low-income populations with respect to noise impacts within the
Corridor. There are several older, established residential neighborhoods along IH-45, especially
within the southern portions of the Corridor, including the Near Northside, Northside/Northline
and Aldine communities, where the population is primarily Hispanic, with lower median
household incomes and higher poverty levels than the northern portions of the Corridor, and the
City and CMSA. Noise abatement measures, such as noise barriers, should be considered as
part of any build alternative. Further consideration to the potential noise impacts will be given
during the schematic design/environmental review process, which is expected to begin following
completion of the planning phase.

3.8.4 Air Quality

There are no disproportionately high or adverse effects anticipated from any of the Build
Alternatives on minority and low-income populations with respect to air quality impacts within
the Corridor. Air quality impacts of the Build Alternatives will be reviewed further during
schematic design and the environmental review process which is expected to begin following
completion of the planning phase

3.8.5 Safety and Security

There are no disproportionately high or adverse effects anticipated from any of the Build
Alternatives on minority and low-income populations with respect to safety and security impacts
within the Corridor. All applicable safety and security guidelines and policies should be followed
during construction and operations, regardless of which alternative is selected.

3.8.6 Communities

There are no disproportionately high or adverse effects anticipated from any of the Build
Alternatives on minority and low-income populations with respect to impact on communities
within the Corridor. The southern portions of the North-Hardy Corridor, including the Near
Northside, Northside/Northline and Aldine communities are primarily Hispanic, with lower
median household incomes and higher poverty levels than the northern portions of the Corridor,
and the City and CMSA.

3.8.7 Cultural Resources

There are no disproportionately high or adverse effects anticipated from any of the Build
Alternatives on minority and low-income populations with respect to impacts on cultural
resources within the Corridor. The potential historic resources that have been identified within
the Corridor are located along North Main Street in the Near Northside area and along Airline in
the Northside/Northline area. Every effort should be made to minimize disruption of and
preserve existing historic resources.
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3.8.8 Assessment of Impact

Based on an assessment of a variety of factors that are considerations for environmental
justice, there are no disproportionately high or adverse effects anticipated from any of the
proposed Highway Build Alternatives on minority and low-income populations. Environmental
justice impacts of the Build Alternatives will be reviewed further during schematic design and the
environmental review process which is expected to begin following completion of the planning
phase.

3.9 Wetlands

3.9.1 Analysis

The North-Hardy Corridor contains some large pockets of potential for wetlands — most notably
in the vicinity of Greenspoint/IAH, and The Woodlands/SH 242 area. There are some additional
small pockets of potential for wetlands scattered throughout the Corridor (see Exhibit 37).

There has been a significant loss of wetlands in Harris County over the past 50 years (data is
not readily available for Montgomery County). Wetland loss can be attributed to a number of
causes, including development, agriculture, conversion to ponds, and subsidence. In Harris
County, wetland loss can be mainly attributable to urban and rural development.*®

Wetlands play a number of valuable roles in our quality of life and the environment, including’:
e Environmental Quality Functions:
— Water Quality Maintenance
— Hydrologic Functions
— Ecosystem Stabilization
— Biological Diversity
— Fish & Wildlife Habitat
e Socioeconomic Values:
— Products (such as fish, timber, fur)
— Recreation & Nature Tourism
— Water Supply
— Wastewater Treatment
— Flood Control
— Erosion Control
— Education & Scientific Research

— Cultural/Archaeological

16 Texas Coastal Wetlands, Status and Trends, Mid-1950s To Early 1990s, Texas Parks and Wildlife, U.S.
Department of the Interior, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, March 1997.
http://ifw2es.fws.gov/Documents/R2ES/TexasWetlands.pdf

" Texas Coastal Wetlands, Status and Trends, Mid-1950s To Early 1990s, Texas Parks and Wildlife, U.S.
Department of the Interior, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, March 1997.
http://ifw2es.fws.gov/Documents/R2ES/TexasWetlands.pdf
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Exhibit 37: Wetlands
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The EPA and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers regulate wetlands with the goal of “no net loss,”
under the Clean Water Act (CWA). The lead agency at the state level for protection of wetlands
is the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) (formerly the Texas Natural
Resources Conservation Commission). The TCEQ maintains a policy to achieve no overall net
loss of existing wetlands, with respect to wetlands functions and values.*®

Section 401 of the CWA requires that states certify that a proposed CWA Section 404 permit will
not violate water quality standards. The TCEQ makes these certifications for all projects except
those related to the exploration, development and production of oil, gas, or geothermal
resources, which the Texas Railroad Commission certifies. Section 404 permit applications are
for the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S., including wetlands.*

In Texas, the emphasis for protection of wetlands is on non-regulatory, voluntary approaches,
particularly through developing new incentives to encourage conservation of wetlands on private
lands (Texas State Wetlands Conservation Plan).?

3.9.2 Assessment of Impact

None of the Highway Build Alternatives would have an appreciable difference in terms of
potential impacts to wetlands. An area worth noting is in the Greenspoint area. There are
areas of potential for wetlands located in this vicinity which should be taken into account during
the design phase. Wetlands impacts of the Build Alternatives will be reviewed further during
schematic design and the environmental review process which is expected to begin following
completion of the planning phase.

3.10 Floodplains & Watercourses

3.10.1 Terrain

Like the rest of the Houston area, the North-Hardy Corridor is located within the natural,
physiographic region called the Gulf Coastal Plain. The primary features of this region are that
the terrain is nearly level, low-lying, and slow draining; the North-Hardy Corridor is no exception
in this regard.?

The elevation of the lands within the Corridor rises gently from south to north, as illustrated in
Exhibit 38.

Exhibit 38: Elevation of Land in the Corridor

General Area Approximate
within the Corridor Elevation
Buffalo Bayou/IH-10 32-45 feet
IH-610 Loop/The 50-65 feet
Heights

Beltway 8/Greenspoint 80-100 feet
The Woodlands 125-160 feet

Source: USGS 1:24,000 topographic data, 1979 and 1982

18 http://iwww.wetlands.com/tex/tnrccwgc.htm
9 http:/iwww.wetlands.com/tex/tnrcc298.htm
2 http://www.tpwd. state.tx.us/wetlands/programs/conservation/

2 http://www.tpwd.state. tx.us/expltx/gulf/gulfchart.htm
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3.10.2 Watercourses

The North-Hardy Corridor is bisected by a number of bayous and streams that flow toward
Galveston Bay and the Gulf of Mexico, as shown on the Exhibit 39. These are as follows (from
the south to north):

Buffalo Bayou

White Oak Bayou

Little White Oak Bayou

Hunting Bayou

Halls Bayou

Greens Bayou

Turkey Creek

Cypress Creek (including Seals Gully, Senger Gully, Lemm Gully)
Spring Creek (which also forms the County Line between Harris and Montgomery)
Sam Bell Gully

Panther Branch

Carters Slough

There are no major water bodies located within the Corridor, but there are some small ponds
and reservoirs, primarily to the northwest of the Corridor in the Spring area and in The
Woodlands.
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Exhibit 39: Floodplains & Watercourses?®

%2 Based on approved FEMA floodplain mapping.
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3.10.3 Floodplains

Certain lands adjacent to the bayous and streams within the Corridor have been designated by
FEMA as being within the 100-year and 500-year floodplains (as shown in Exhibit 39). FEMA
has prepared new preliminary floodplain mapping, taking into account the severe flooding that
occurred in the Houston area due to Tropical Storm Allison in June 2001. Approval of the
revised FEMA mapping is expected in late-2005. The preliminary revised FEMA floodplain
mapping for this area is shown in Exhibit 40.

3.10.4 Assessment of Impact

Care would be needed in the design of any of the Highway Build Alternatives with respect to
changes to crossing flood prone areas and watercourses. Impacts of the Build Alternatives on
floodplains and watercourses will be reviewed further during schematic design and the
environmental review process which is expected to begin following completion of the planning
phase.

3.11 Water Quantity & Subsidence

3.11.1 Analysis

Historically, much of the development in the area of the North-Hardy Corridor has been serviced
by underground water sources. Hundreds of Municipal Utility Districts (MUDs) have been
created in and around Houston over the years to facilitate growth and development where there
has been no access to a municipally treated surface water source (see Exhibit 41).

As a result of the amount of growth and development that has taken place and the resulting
withdrawal of water from underground aquifers, Harris County is experiencing significant issues
related to subsidence. The Harris-Galveston Coastal Subsidence District was created by the
Texas Legislature in 1975 to regulate the withdrawal of groundwater “for the purpose of ending
subsidence, which contributes to or precipitates flooding, inundation, or overflow of the district,
including without limitation rising waters resulting from storms or hurricanes.”?

The impacts of fluid withdrawal on subsidence have been the subject of investigation in this
area for nearly 100 years. “Documented land-subsidence elevations were initially established in
1906. Benchmark relevelings performed in the early 1940's verified that subsidence was
occurring; the Baytown area had lowered 3.2 feet, and the Texas City area had subsided 1.6
feet. Measurements in the 1950's continued to document substantial additional subsidence.
Subsidence in this region of the gulf coast is most notable in the critical areas along Galveston
Bay, where the land surface has sunk as much as 19 feet since 1906, causing serious flooding
and inundation.”*

2 http://www.hgsubsidence.org/

2 http://www.hgsubsidence.org/
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Exhibit 40: Preliminary Revised Floodplains
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Exhibit 41: Municipal Utility Districts

69



North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

The underground aquifers within the area of the North-Hardy Corridor (and the Houston region
in general) are the Chicot and Evangeline (see Exhibit 42 below). Data concerning the
hydrological characteristics of these aquifers has been collected by the City of Houston and the
U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) since 1930. Since 1976, the Subsidence District has been
compiling hydrologic information on the characteristics of the Chicot and Evangeline aquifers,
information on water usage and water supply in Harris and Galveston Counties, and
implementing regulatory procedures associated with groundwater regulatory plans. The
Subsidence District continues to work on minimizing the potential impacts of subsidence within
the region.?

Exhibit 42: Underground Aquifers

Source: http://wwwrgaatl.er.usgs.gov/~elkunian/gwmconcept/sld033.htm

The Subsidence District regulations set out specific mandates for a phased conversion to
surface water. In preparing its 1999 District Regulatory Plan, the Subsidence District updated
population and water demand forecasts and analyzed their effect on the Chicot and Evangeline
aquifers. “The results of these analyses support the need for significant further reductions in
groundwater withdrawal.”®® The District's Regulatory Plan is concerned with reducing the
reliance on the use of ground water resources and to foster a greater reliance on surface water
sources. In order to accomplish this, the Plan prescribes ratios of groundwater withdrawal to
total water demand. The lands under the jurisdiction of the Subsidence District have been
divided into three regulatory areas. The majority of the North-Hardy Corridor is located within
Regulatory Area 3, with the southerly portion of the Corridor (south of approximately Berry
Road) being located within Area 2, as shown in Exhibit 43.

% http://www.hgsubsidence.org/
% HGCSD 1999 Regulatory Plan, Adopted April 14, 1999, page 4.
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Exhibit 43: Subsidence District Regulatory Areas

Source: HGCSD 1999 Regulatory Plan, Adopted April 14, 1999

The Subsidence District Regulations for these two areas are as follows:
Area 2

1. Groundwater withdrawal for each permittee must comprise no more than 20 percent
of the permittee’s total water demand.

2. If a permittee has already established an initial groundwater reduction to 20 percent
of their total water demand, then increases in groundwater withdrawal may be
permitted so long as the quantity of surface water used is not decreased. Beginning
in January, 2001, and continuing thereafter, annual groundwater withdrawals for
each permittee must again be not more than 20 percent of the permittee’s total water
demand.

3. Beginning January, 2001, a disincentive fee will be applied to any groundwater
withdrawn that constitute greater than 20 percent of a permittee’s total water
demand. The disincentive fee will be waived if a permittee has a certified
Groundwater Reduction Plan (GRP) and is on schedule with required implementation
actions contained within the GRP.
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Area 3

Following adoption of the District's Regulatory Plan, the District will require that
unconverted permittees begin a planning process to define acceptable methods
necessary to meet the groundwater compliance requirements established within this
Regulatory Plan.

1.

Beginning in January, 2003, a permittee (or a group of permittees operating under a
single permit, within the same regulatory area) will be required to submit a
Groundwater Reduction Plan (GRP) to the District for certification. (Minimum
requirements for an acceptable GRP are presented in more detail further in this
Regulatory Plan).

Beginning in January, 2005, a permittee will be required to provide the District with
evidence that construction of the infrastructure defined within the permittee’s certified
GRP has started.

Beginning in January, 2010, a permittee (or a group of permittees operating under a
single permit, within the same regulatory area) shall be required to reduce and
maintain their groundwater withdrawals to comprise no more than 70 percent of the
permittee’s total water demand.

Beginning in January, 2020, a permittee (or a group of permittees operating under a
single permit, within the same regulatory area) shall be required to reduce and
maintain their groundwater withdrawals to comprise ho more than 30 percent of the
permittee’s total water demand.

Beginning in January, 2030, and continuing thereafter, a permittee (or a group of
permittees operating under a single permit, within the same regulatory area) shall be
required to reduce and maintain their groundwater withdrawals to comprise no more
than 20 percent of the permittee’s total water demand.

A disincentive fee shall be applied to any groundwater withdrawals that constitute
greater than 20 percent of a permittee’s (or a group of permittee’s operating under a
single permit, within the same regulatory area) total water demand if a permittee has
not developed and received certification of a GRP by January, 2003 (Item 2 of this
section) or if a permittee is not able to provide evidence of construction of the
infrastructure defined within the permittee’s certified GRP by January, 2005 (Iltem 3
of this section).

A disincentive fee shall be applied to any groundwater withdrawals that constitute
greater than 20 percent of a permittee’s (or a group of permittee’s operating under a
single permit, within the same regulatory area) total water demand if a permittee is
not in compliance with the reduction schedule found in Items 4, 5, an 6, of this
section.”

The southern portion of the North-Hardy Corridor, which is located within Regulatory Area 2, is
generally within the City of Houston boundaries. The City’s Ground Water Reduction Plan has
recently been certified by the Subsidence District as being in compliance with the Regulations.
In addition, the City is actively pursuing expansion of its municipal water infrastructure to service
areas further north of its existing service area to meet current and projected future water
demands within this area.

2" HGCSD 1999 Regulatory Plan, Adopted April 14, 1999, pages 9-10.
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The northern portion of the North-Hardy Corridor is located with Regulatory Area 3. A large
portion of this area is within the jurisdiction of the North Harris County Regional Water Authority,
which was created in 1999 by the Texas legislature to deal with the critical water supply issues
facing the area. The Authority’s boundaries take the northern portion of the Corridor lying
between Beltway 8 and the Harris-Montgomery County boundary at Spring Creek (see Exhibit
44).

Exhibit 44: North Harris County Regional Water Authority

Source: http://www.nhcrwa.com

The mandate of the North Harris County Regional Water Authority is to

e To find and assure a long-term supply of quality drinking water at the lowest responsible
cost, and in so doing, to:

— Promote water conservation.

— Identify/provide cost-effective alternative water sources.
— Maintain regulatory compliance, and,

- Encourage intergovernmental cooperation.?®

As a single entity with responsibility over an area covered by hundreds of Municipal Utility
Districts and individual groundwater permittees, the Authority is required to prepare and submit
a GRP to the Subsidence District which sets out an overall strategy for reducing reliance on
groundwater. The Authority has submitted a draft GRP for the review and approval of the
Subsidence District. The Authority has determined that negotiating a contract with the City of

% http://www.nhcrwa.com
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Houston for the provision of surface water is the most logical long-term solution. These
negotiations are currently underway.

The lands generally located between Berry Road and Beltway 8, which are not located within
either the City of Houston boundaries or within the North Harris County Regional Water
Authority, do not currently have an overall water service provider for conversion to surface
water. However, the City of Houston is expected to submit a revision to its GRP within the next
few months that may bring much of these areas to be within its future service area, along with
the lands within the jurisdiction of the North Harris County Regional Water Authority.

3.11.2 Assessment of Impact

There are no significant impacts or apparent long-term obstacles with respect to water quantity
for any of the Highway Build Alternatives or the future development potential within the Corridor,
as long as surface water sources can continue to be found to meet the general long-term
demands within the Houston area in general. Impacts of the Build Alternatives on water
guantity and subsidence will be reviewed further during schematic design and the environmental
review process which is expected to begin following completion of the planning phase.

3.12 Water Quality

3.12.1 Analysis

Development in the North-Hardy Corridor has traditionally been serviced via groundwater
sources. This has not only lead to water quantity problems and subsidence, but also to water
quality problems. In the extensive area that lies within several miles of, and generally following
the arc of Beltway 8 from IAH west and south to about U.S. 59, many of the MUDs have
reported water quality problems with respect to groundwater (i.e. gas intrusion, arsenic, radon).
In addition, there are some water quality problems that relate to surface water. The water
guality issues for the bayous and streams within the North-Hardy Corridor relate largely to high
level of bacteria. Since there have been quite a few known septic system failures in this area,
this is a likely contributing factor.

The lands located within the North-Hardy Corridor, and in fact almost all of Harris and
Montgomery Counties, are located within the San Jacinto River Basin.? The Houston-
Galveston Area Council (HGAC) study entitled “2001 Basin Summary Report”, prepared under
the Texas Clean Rivers Program, reports the following findings and recommendations with
respect to water quality for the San Jacinto River Basin:

Findings:

o Elevated bacteria levels continue to be the dominant problem in the basin. Non-point
sources (i.e. failing septic systems and animal and pet waste) appear to be the
biggest contributor to the problem. Point sources can never be ruled out, illicit
discharges and sanitary sewer leaks are ongoing problems that need to be
monitored.

e Elevated nutrient loadings are a concern in the upper reaches of the basin. Eight
segments exceed state screening criteria for one or more nutrients.

¢ Toxicity continues to be a problem in the lower portions of the basin (Houston Ship
Channel area and upper portions of Galveston Bay). Parameters of concern are

2 http://www.hgac.cog.tx.us/resources/wa/crp/bhr2002. pdf
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mainly dioxin and copper. Sediment toxicity in Patrick and Vince Bayous is also of
concern.

¢ Dissolved oxygen does not pose a major problem in the basin. Spring Creek is the
only segment listed for depressed dissolved oxygen levels. In areas that low
dissolved oxygen levels have been found, the cause is most likely due to low flow
levels caused by drought.

Recommendations:

e Make basin wide change from fecal coliform monitoring to E. coli and enterococcus.
Continue to improve bacteria monitoring throughout the basin.

e Finalize dioxin total maximum daily load (TMDL) in next biennium.
e Conduct systematic watershed monitoring in Peach, Lake and Caney Creeks.

e Conduct special studies in Cypress Creek, Spring Creek and San Jacinto River Tidal
to address bacteria, dissolved oxygen, and total dissolved solids (TDS) issues.

¢ Conduct Houston Ship Channel waste load evaluation.
e Continue to address nutrient concerns through ambient monitoring program.
e Assess habitat and riparian areas at local monitoring sites.®

In Cypress Creek, there are specific water quality concerns regarding bacteria and TDS. The
report recommends that a study be conducted to address water quality issues. With respect to
Greens Bayou, there are concerns regarding bacteria and possible concerns regarding
nutrients. The report recommends that the existing ambient monitoring be continued for Greens
Bayou. The report states that for Spring Creek there are concerns regarding dissolved oxygen
and bacteria. For White Oak Bayou, there are concerns for bacteria and possible concerns for
nutrients.

3.12.2 Assessment of Impact

There are no significant impacts or apparent long term obstacles with respect to water quality
for any of the Highway Build Alternatives or the future development potential within the Corridor.
Impacts of the Build Alternatives on water quality will be reviewed further during schematic
design and the environmental review process which is expected to begin following completion of
the planning phase.

3.13 Threatened and Endangered Species

3.13.1 Analysis

The U.S. Endangered Species Act (ESA) requires that the critical habitats for threatened and
endangered species be protected.® This relates to both plants and animals. The 1973 Texas
Threatened and Endangered Species Regulations provide a list of endangered animals in the
state and in 1988 the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department published a list of threatened and
endangered plant species for Harris and Montgomery Counties.

% 2001 Basin Summary Report, HGAC, 2001, page 3.

* http://www.tpwd.state.tx.us/nature/endang/usendang.htm
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The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has advised that there is a Bald Eagle Nest on the east
shore of Lake Woodlands. In addition, the Red-Cockaded Woodpecker can be found in the W.
Goodrich Jones State Forest (to the north of SH 242 and west of IH-45).*> Other than that,
there are no federally listed or proposed threatened or endangered species currently known to
occur within the North-Hardy Corridor.

3.13.2 Assessment of Impact

The habitat areas mentioned above are quite well removed from any of the Highway Build
Alternatives. No impacts on threatened or endangered species are anticipated. Impacts of the
Build Alternatives on threatened and endangered species will be reviewed further during
schematic design and the environmental review process which is expected to begin following
completion of the planning phase.

3.14 Environmental Site Assessment

3.14.1 Analysis
Exhibit 45 shows the location of hazardous waste sites and federal/state Superfund Sites. None
of the Highway Build Alternatives would be directly impacted by the location of these sites.
There are a variety of oil fields located within the study area, including the following:

o Rayford Qil Field, in the vicinity of Rayford Road/Spring Creek, either side of IH-45

¢ Bammel Oil and Gas Field, northwest of IH-45/Kuykendahl/Rankin Road

¢ Oil and Gas field north and west of Veteran’s Memorial Boulevard /West Mount Houston

There are several large-scale industrial sites in the vicinity of the North-Hardy Corridor, including
the Hardy Rail Yard area that is currently being planned for redevelopment, and the industrial
area near U.S. 59 and Collingsworth (also mentioned above as being a Superfund Site.) There
are also numerous pipelines (about 12) and rail crossings of the Corridor.

3.14.2 Assessment of Impact

Impacts from hazardous waste sites or other potential environmental issues are not anticipated.
Impacts of the Build Alternatives with regard to environmental issues will be reviewed further
during schematic design and the environmental review process which is expected to begin
following completion of the planning phase.

% Source: Edith Erfling, U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, November 2002
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Exhibit 45: Hazardous Waste and Superfund Sites
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3.15 Historical Resources

3.15.1 Introduction

With respect to cultural resources, the most significant portion of the North-Hardy Corridor
centers almost entirely on the neighborhoods south of the IH-610 North Loop. While there are
scattered groupings of older (i.e., 50 years old or older) houses north of IH-610, they are not
architecturally noteworthy, and unless there are strong countervailing historical associations that
link these buildings as part of a grouping (viz., Old Spring village), or which invest certain of the
buildings individually with special historical associations, they do not appear to be significant.
This is also true of the commercial development along the Hardy Toll Road and North Freeway
rights-of-way, where all but a handful of the buildings appear to be products of the recent past
(in most instances, 30 years old or less). Only seven-eight buildings north of the IH-610 North
Loop were thought significant or notable.

In the area south of the IH-610 North Loop, however, there are a number of potential historic
districts, and roughly a dozen or so individual stand-alone resources potentially eligible for local,
state landmark consideration. These exist chiefly along the North Main Street-Airline Drive
corridor, and to a lesser degree, along the Fulton-Airline corridor. Some of the districts may
qualify for the National Register of Historic Places.

Based upon the historic resource information contained in several current community plans
(e.g., Northside Village Economic Revitalization Plan, June 2002), as well as input from the
Houston Planning & Development Department, the Highway Build Alternatives appear to be in
proximity to the following potential historic districts:

e Warehouse District (below the Southern Pacific RR tracks/Harriman-Liberty Road)

¢ Northside Village
— Noble-Cascara-Little/Dickinson Tracts (Maury to North Main south of Quitman)
— Glen Park (just east of Woodland Heights, south of Holy Cross-Hollywood Cemetery)
— East Germantown (west from North Main to White Oak Bayou)

¢ Silverdale (adjoining Fulton at Calhoun)

¢ Union Pacific Rail Yard (at Burnett and Chestnut)

e Woodland Heights

There is a high potential of causing an “adverse effect” on historic resources where highway
improvements traverse these potential historic districts. “Adverse effect” can be defined as
demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings
such that the physical characteristics that justify the classification as an historic resource are
materially impaired. Note that the introduction of new permanent visual elements that further
diminish the ability of the setting to convey the time period to which the resource belongs, or its
physical association to that setting, is considered a significant effect.

Warehouse District

The grouping of buildings between White Oak Bayou and Buffalo Bayou below Harriman-Liberty
Road are part of a possible historic district already documented by the City of Houston. There
are three buildings on North Main Street corridor contains that are probably contributors to that
district, including:

e 300 North Main — Utility Warehouse Building (circa late nineteenth century)
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e 407 North Main — Jacobs Warehouse
e 417 North Main — Houston Handbag Company
Northside Village

There are several potential individual landmarks and a number of potential historic districts
within the Northside Village Economic Revitalization Plan area. Due to the +50 year-old
average age of a majority of the buildings there, the potential exists that other districts may be
delineated in the future, and that buildings could be considered contributing resources.

¢ Noble-Cascara-Little/Dickinson Tract

This is a large grouping of commercial, residential and institutional buildings bounded by
North Main, Quitman, Burnett and Maury Streets. It is a fairly cohesive neighborhood
consisting of numerous Queen Anne, Transitional Victorian and Craftsman style-influenced
bungalows, and several buildings that are individually eligible for landmark status (e.g.,
Jefferson Davis Senior High School, 1200 Quitman Street; Briscoe & Dixon et al, architects).
A majority of the buildings along the North Main Street corridor are contributing resources
within this district (viz., the larger commercial buildings, fraternal societies, a theater, etc.).

e Glen Park District

Along the westside of North Main Street are buildings consisting of modest Transitional
Victorian cottages and Craftsman bungalows from the early twentieth century and last
several years of the nineteenth century (Exhibits 46 and 47). While not individually
distinguished in architectural terms, they appear to be part of a district referenced as such in
the Northside Village Economic Revitalization Plan.

Exhibit 46: Houses Along the West Side of Exhibit 47: House Along the West Side of
North Main St. — Between Cosmos and North Main St. — Near Oleander contributing
Oleander Streets (contributing resources to resource to potential district)

potential district)

East Germantown District

The district includes the subdivisions between North Main and White Oak Bayou below
Quitman. The neighborhood contains a large grouping of Queen Anne style cottages and
Craftsman style bungalows. The Lee Elementary School (2101 South Street; Alfred C. Finn,
architect) and the Southern Pacific Hospital (2015 Thomas Street) are part of the grouping. The
two buildings appear to be individually eligible for landmark status. Some of the specific
resources of concern within the Corridor include:
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1923 North Main (Probably an old fraternal organization building originally.)
2023 North Main — “Label Warehouse”.

2109 North Main — “Ay Chiwawa Tacos.” Folk design; remodeled early twentieth-century
gas station.

The Norhill North-Stude neighborhood historic district (at De George Street) borders this area.
Other resources bordering this district include:

4410 North Main — Christ the King Catholic Church — an architecturally and historically
significant resource.

4307 North Main (at Airline Drive) — Admiral Motel — a fanciful roadside architectural
design.

North of the IH-610 North Loop — 4400 Block of Airline Drive (eastside of street, north of
Neyland Street):

Adjoining residences set far back from roadway on large lots that back up to Little White Oak
Bayou. These fairly high style residences — possibly architect-designed, potentially landmark
eligible locally — are noteworthy in their neighborhood setting of modest homes:

One-story, brick Mediterranean Revival residence, circa 1930
One-and-one-half story American Colonial Revival residence, circa 1940 (Exhibit 48)

Adath Israel Cemetery (just south of Berry Road). Possibly eligible for local landmark
status.

Memorial Baptist Church (at northwest corner of Gulf Bank and Airline Road). Classic
southern American Colonial Revival church design — red brick; pedimented portico with
columns across front fagade; steeple. Circa 1950. The building is probably eligible for
local landmark status.

Exhibit 48: Colonial Revival Style House — 4400 Block of Airline Drive

3.15.2 Assessment of Impact

No formal determination of effects per the Criteria of Effect (the measures specified for
assessing impacts for federally-assisted projects) has been made at this point in project
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planning, nor should a property being included in this section be considered as a determination.
It is important, however, to identify situations that which could cause an “adverse effect” on
historic resources, so that planning and design considerations to avoid such situations can take
place during schematic design and the environment review process. An “adverse effect” could
arise from alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the physical
characteristics that justify the classification as an historic resource might be materially impaired.
Periodic review during the design phase will be undertaken to determine whether such
situations are developing and ways that adjustments can be made to avoid or lessen potential
adverse effects.

3.16 Archeological Resources

The Highway Build Alternatives pass through areas where there is the likelihood of encountering
archeological resources. The likelihood is based on both the known settlement and
development in the area beginning in the 19th century, as well as the probability of Native
American occupation of areas near major streams. NEPA documentation will require a
thorough records search, and perhaps some field investigations will be necessary to determine
whether such resources would qualify for listing in the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP). This investigative report is subject to consultation with the State Historic Preservation
Officer under Section 106, with regard to the eligibility of resources for the NRHP and
anticipated effects to those resources by the proposed project. In addition, a Section 4(f) impact
analysis must report whether the proposed project would make "use” of archeological resources
determined eligible for the NRHP.

3.17 Park Resources

The Highway Build Alternatives pass near city and county parks. NEPA documentation will
require an assessment of impacts to parks arising from the proposed transportation
improvement. A limiting distance from the proposed Build Alternatives in which impacts would
be likely to accrue to parks, typically 500 feet, should be established in consultation among the
park agencies, TxDOT, and FHWA. In addition to reporting impacts in an environmental
assessment or environmental impact statement, a separate Section 4(f) impact report would
need to be prepared. The Section (4) report must document whether there are direct uses (i.e.,
acquisition of park property), substantial construction-period impacts, or constructive use of park
property (indirect impacts of such magnitude as to diminish the intended functions of a park). If
these types of use are shown, then the report must also document avoidance alternatives and
all reasonable planning efforts to reduce harm.

3.18 Construction Impact

3.18.1 Introduction

Construction of the Highway Build Alternatives has the potential to cause intermittent, short-term
impacts on the surrounding communities, businesses and the natural environment. These
impacts may include noise, vibration, air quality, water quality, disruption to existing businesses
and residential areas. If properly planned and scheduled, these types of impacts can be
mitigated to minimize their effects.

This section provides an overview of the potential construction impacts and the potential
impacts that should be considered in greater detail once the Draft Recommended Highway
Alternative is selected and the likely construction time horizon can be better determined.
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3.18.2 Capital Improvements by Others

Once the Draft Recommended Highway Alternative is selected, the most up-to-date information
concerning other capital improvements should be reviewed to determine whether there are any
potential conflicts with the construction schedule and phasing. Sources that should be
consulted include the following:

e City of Houston’s Capital Improvement Program

¢ METROSolutions construction schedule

e Harris County Flood Control District's proposed improvements
e Harris County Toll Road Authority proposed improvements

Every effort should be made by the above agencies and TxDOT to ensure that capital
improvements are well coordinated to maximize opportunities and eliminate duplication. One of
the ways to help achieve this goal is to coordinate all related improvements in a particular right-
of-way within a phased construction schedule.

3.18.3 Noise

Noise impacts during construction could potentially be generated by heavy equipment.
Anticipated levels of noise, and the techniques for mitigation, would be similar to those used for
other TxDOT freeway improvements.

Once the Draft Recommended Highway Alternative is selected, the potential impacts from noise
should be more closely evaluated. One of the main ways to minimize the impacts of noise
would be to limit the highest noise producing activities (such as hauling, jack hammering, and
the use of other demolition equipment) near residential areas during evening hours and on
weekends and holidays. Furthermore, engine-powered equipment can be required to have
mufflers installed according to the manufacturer’s specification and all equipment can be
required to comply with pertinent equipment noise standards of the EPA.

3.18.4 Cultural Resources

The potential short-term impacts from construction on cultural resources could include dust,
noise and vibration. This would be temporary and would likely not harm any of the existing
resources; however, any potential impacts on cultural resources from construction activities
should be more closely evaluated once the Draft Recommended Highway Alternative is
selected.

The construction project specifications should include provisions such as site watering to
minimize dust. Short-term noise and vibration impacts could be mitigated by limiting
construction times and by ensuring that all equipment has proper mufflers and shrouds.
Restricting and monitoring vibration producing activities could keep vibration impacts from
construction at a minimum.

3.18.5 Air Quality

Construction related impacts, although being short-term and intermittent, could include
increased dust and emissions from construction equipment and activities, as well as increased
emissions from idling vehicles caused by traffic disruption and delays.

The potential impacts on air quality should be more closely examined once the Draft
Recommended Highway Alternative is selected. Some of the technigues to help reduce
potentially adverse effects of dust include minimizing land disturbance, using watering trucks to
minimize dust, covering trucks when hauling dirt and transferring material, and using
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windbreaks. In order to minimize the amount of emissions generated, every effort should be
made during construction to limit disruption to traffic, especially during peak travel times.

3.18.6 Water Quality and Runoff Control

Once the Draft Recommended Highway Alternative is selected, a stormwater pollution
prevention plan must be prepared as required by the Texas Pollution Discharge System
(TXPDES). These regulations protect the receiving stream from pollution from runoff.
Techniques to prevent erosion and sediment runoff include the use of fencing or hay bales.

3.18.7 Surrounding Neighborhoods and Businesses

Potential impacts on the adjoining community, in addition to those issues mentioned above, can
include the following:

e Increased on-street parking in residential areas due to displacement or disruption of
access.

e Increased cut-through traffic in residential areas due to traffic diversion.

o Decreased points of access and reduced on-street parking for customers of local
businesses.

Every effort should be made to minimize impacts of construction on surrounding areas.
Techniques such as phasing of construction activities and properly maintaining construction
schedules should be employed.
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4.0 Transportation Impacts

4.1 Introduction

The travel demand modeling networks for this project were developed based on H-GAC
regional travel model for eight counties: Brazoria, Chambers, Fort Bend, Galveston, Harris,
Liberty, Montgomery and Waller. The entire H-GAC regional model was used in the modeling of
the IH 45 corridor in order to maintain the integrity of the original modeling network structure and
the capability to predict the region-wide impact of transportation alternatives.

The H-GAC travel demand model was developed on the EMME/2 platform with a complicated
chaining process. This model follows the traditional four-step process of trip generation, trip
distribution, mode split and traffic assignment. The trip generation models yield person trip
estimates for home-based work, home-based school, home-based shopping, home-based other
and non-home-based purposes. Estimates of vehicle trips by trucks and taxis, external-local,
and external-through purposes are generated. Trip distribution is performed for each of the
internal trip purposes using the Atomistic Trip Distribution Module, which is the variation of the
gravity model that controls trip length frequency as well as productions and attractions. The
peak period models are applied to provide estimates of peak period highway travel times for
input to the mode choice process. Following the base year mode split analysis, the vehicle trip
tables are prepared, which are then combined and converted from production-to-attraction (P-A)
format to origin-to-destination (O-D) format for assignment to the 24-hour network.

The base modeling networks that were provided by H-GAC included all the demographic and
network related files describing the 2025 network. The 2025 network is the H-GAC horizon-year
network which includes all the committed and planned projects to be completed between 2002
and 2025.

Analysis of traffic and travel demand data involves comparing the projected volume of traffic
expected to use a roadway to a theoretical capacity for that roadway. Roadway capacity is
generally determines by the number of through travel lanes. This comparison of traffic volume
to roadway capacity is referred to as the volume to capacity ratio (V/C). V/C ratios are equated
to a measure called Level of Service (LOS). A description and the V/C ratios for the letter
designations for LOS is presented in Exhibit 49.

Exhibit 49: Level of Service (LOS) Definitions for Roadways

Volume/C

apacity
LOS Traffic Flow Ratio
A Free flow speeds; low volumes 0.34
B Reasonable free flow speeds with speeds being affected by traffic volumes 0.56
C Stable traffic flow with limitations on traffic maneuvers 0.76
D Approaching unstable traffic flow; minor incidents cause traffic queuing 0.90
E Unstable flow; volume at or near roadway capacity; 1.00
F Forced flow; long traffic queues and significant delay over 1

Source: 2000 Highway Capacity Manual

Exhibit 50 summarizes the travel demand modeling results for all the IH-45 alternatives.
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Volume Number of Lanes Capacity V/IC LOS Peak Speed
Existing Conditions (2003) 8 lanes with 1 one-way reversible HOV lane
IH 10 to IH 610 257,000 8 217,500 1.18 E 34 mph
IH 610 to Beltway 8 317,000 8 217,500 1.46 E 27 mph
Beltway 8 to FM 1960 295,000 10 268,000 1.10 E 36 mph
FM 1960 to SH 242 222,000 8 196,500 1.13 E 35 mph
HOV (one-way reversible) 8,200 1 17,000 0.48 B 55+ mph
No-Build (2025) 8 lanes with 1 one-way reversible HOV lane
IH 10 to IH 610 269,727 8 217,500 1.24 E 32 mph
IH 610 to Beltway 8 314,794 8 217,500 1.45 E 27 mph
Beltway 8 to FM 1960 324,991 10 268,000 1.21 E 33 mph
FM 1960 to SH 242 242,263 8 196,500 1.23 E 33 mph
HOV (one-way reversible) 17,456 1 17,000 1.03 E 38 mph
Build Alternative 1 (2025) 10 lanes with 2 one-way reversible lanes
IH10to IH 610 275,786 10 268,000 1.03 E 38 mph
IH 610 to Beltway 8 321,595 10 268,000 1.20 E 33 mph
Beltway 8 to FM 1960 340,994 10 268,000 1.27 E 32 mph
FM 1960 to SH 242 245,668 8 196,500 1.25 E 32 mph
HOV (one lane reversible) 10,100 1 17,000 0.59 B 55+ mph
Build Alternative 2 (2025) 8 lanes with 4 managed lanes
IH 10 to IH 610 250,648 8 217,500 1.15 E 35 mph
IH 610 to Beltway 8 295,320 8 217,500 1.36 E 30 mph
Beltway 8 to FM 1960 321,404 10 268,000 1.20 E 33 mph
FM 1960 to SH 242 242,632 8 196,500 1.23 E 33 mph
Managed Lanes 70,837 4 95,700 0.74 C 55 mph
Build Alternative 3 (2025) 10 lanes with 2 HOV lanes (barrier separated)
IH 10 to IH 610 262,948 10 268,000 0.98 E 39 mph
IH 610 to Beltway 8 309,954 10 268,000 1.16 E 34 mph
Beltway 8 to FM 1960 326,680 10 268,000 1.22 E 33 mph
FM 1960 to SH 242 242,632 8 196,500 1.23 E 33 mph
HOV lanes 23,837 2 47,850 0.50 B 55+ mph
Build Alternative 4 (2025) 10 lanes with 2 HOV lanes (hon-barrier separated)
IH10to IH 610 262,948 10 268,000 0.98 E 39 mph
IH 610 to Beltway 8 309,954 10 268,000 1.16 E 34 mph
Beltway 8 to FM 1960 326,680 10 268,000 1.22 E 33 mph
FM 1960 to SH 242 242,632 8 196,500 1.23 E 33 mph
HOV Lanes 23,837 2 47,850 0.50 B 55+ mph
Build Alternative 5 (2025) 8 lanes with 2 HOV lanes (barrier separated)
IH 10 to IH 610 269,727 8 217,500 1.24 E 32 mph
IH 610 to Beltway 8 314,794 8 217,500 1.45 E 27 mph
Beltway 8 to FM 1960 324,991 10 268,000 1.10 E 33 mph
FM 1960 to SH 242 242,263 8 196,500 1.13 E 33 mph
HOV Lanes 23,837 2 47,850 0.50 B 55+ mph
Build Alternative 6 (2025) 8 lanes with 2 HOV lanes (non-barrier separated)
IH 10 to IH 610 269,727 8 217,500 1.24 E 32 mph
IH 610 to Beltway 8 314,794 8 217,500 1.45 E 27 mph
Beltway 8 to FM 1960 324,991 10 268,000 1.10 E 33 mph
FM 1960 to SH 242 242,263 8 196,500 1.13 E 33 mph
HOV Lanes 23,837 2 47,850 0.50 B 55+ mph
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4.2 Assessment of Impact

No-Build Alternative

The 2025 no-build scenario applies 2025 demographic data to the 2000 modeling network. It
represents an assumption that no construction or transportation projects are implemented in the
IH-45 corridor between 2000 and 2025. The scenario is intended to demonstrate what will
happen to the traffic in the network when the population and employment continue to grow
normally while the transportation network remains unchanged. With the No-Build Alternative,
VIC ratios reach as high as 1.45 (between IH 610 and Beltway 8). The LOS in the general
purpose lanes as well as the one-way reversible HOV lane are expected to be E. Average
vehicle minutes of delay are expected to be the highest of all of the alternatives evaluated.

Highway Build Alternative 1

This alternative involves adding two lanes general purpose capacity and two reversible, special
purpose lanes to IH 45 bringing the facility to 12 lanes from IH-10 to Beltway 8. This build
alternative does improve the V/C ratios over the No-Build for both the general purpose lanes
and the HOV lane. Average vehicle minutes of delay are expected to be the third highest of all
of the alternatives evaluated.

Highway Build Alternative 2

This build alternative consists of a 12-lane cross section with 8 general purpose lanes and 4
managed lanes. This build alternative does improve the V/C ratios over the No-Build for both
the general purpose lanes and the managed lanes. Traffic is diverted from the general purpose
lanes to the managed lanes under this scenario. Average vehicle minutes of delay are
expected to be the second lowest of all of the alternatives evaluated.

Highway Build Alternative 3

This build alternative consists of a 12-lane cross section with 10 general purpose lanes and 2
HOV lanes. The HOV lanes would be barrier separated. This build alternative does improve
the V/C ratios over the No-Build for both the general purpose lanes and the HOV lanes.
Average vehicle minutes of delay are expected to be the lowest of all of the alternatives
evaluated.

Highway Build Alternative 4

This build alternative consists of a 12 lane cross section with 10 general purpose lanes and 2
HOV lanes. The HOV lanes would be non-barrier separated. From a travel demand
perspective, Build Alternative 4 performs the same as Build Alternative 3. This build alternative
does improve the V/C ratios over the No-Build for both the general purpose lanes and the HOV
lanes. Average vehicle minutes of delay are expected to be the lowest of all of the alternatives
evaluated.

Highway Build Alternative 5

This build alternative consists of a 10-lane cross section with 8 general purpose lanes and 2
HOV lanes. The HOV lanes would be barrier separated. This build alternative does not
improve the V/C ratios over the No-Build for the general purpose lanes. The V/C ratio in the
HOV lanes would be improved over the No-Build alternative. Average vehicle minutes of delay
are expected to be the next to highest of all of the alternatives evaluated.

Highway Build Alternative 6

This build alternative consists of a 10-lane cross section with 8 general purpose lanes and 2
HOV lanes. The HOV lanes would be non-barrier separated. From a travel demand
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perspective, Build Alternative 6 performs the same as Build Alternative 5. This build alternative
does not improve the V/C ratios over the No-Build for the general purpose lanes. The V/C ratio
in the HOV lanes would be improved over the No-Build alternative. Average vehicle minutes of
delay are expected to be the next to highest of all of the alternatives evaluated.
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5.0 Cost Estimates

Conceptual capital costs were developed based on per mile unit cost provided by TxDOT.
Revisions were made to reflect the most currently available per mile unit costs based on recent
construction costs. These conceptual costs are preliminary, planning-level estimates
developed to allow comparisons between the alternatives and not to serve as a final
engineered cost for any of the alternatives. Exhibit 51 summarizes the conceptual capital
costs for the viable build alternatives. The majority of each estimate can be attributed to the
approximately 11.5 miles between IH 10 and Beltway 8 where the majority of the freeway
reconstruction as well as the reconstruction of the IH 45/IH10, IH 45/IH 610 and IH45/Beltway 8
interchanges are anticipated. From Beltway 8 to FM 1960, the anticipated construction would
involve removing the existing one-way reversible HOV lane and reconfiguring the existing
pavement to accommodate a single HOV/HOT in each direction. From FM 1960 to SH 242, the
anticipated modifications to IH 45 would involve restriping of the existing pavement to
accommodate a single HOV/HOT in each direction.

Exhibit 51: Conceptual Capital Costs of Alternatives

Revised Conceptual Capital Costs

Conceptual Alternative (based on 2004 per mile costs)
Build Alternative 1 $2,191,000,000
Build Alternative 2 $2,113,000,000
Build Alternative 3 $2,209,000,000
Build Alternative 4 $2,174,000,000
Build Alternative 5 $2,137,000,000
Build Alternative 6 $2,095,000,000

Source: Carter & Burgess, 2005
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6.0 Evaluation of Alternatives

6.1 Goals Attainment

The goals for the North-Hardy Planning Studies were derived from the 2022 Metropolitan
Transportation Plan (MTP) and METRO 2025 Transit System Plan as described in Section 1.
The analysis of highway alternatives for the North-Hardy Corridor specifically addressed the
MTP goal for increasing mobility. Early in the planning process, the community asked the
consultant team to first maximize the use of transit, including AHCT, in the Corridor and
maximize the use of the Hardy Toll Road before considering expansion of IH-45. This request
was honored. The transit alternatives and findings were completed first, and their results were
factored into the examination of potential highway options.

6.2 Community and Political Positions

The North-Hardy Planning Studies were conducted with extensive community outreach and
consensus-building. (See Section 7 for specifics.) Throughout the conduct of these studies
there were 15 formal stakeholder meetings, 12 public meetings, and 104 small group or one-on-
one meetings. These contacts with elected officials and interested citizens have allowed the
Carter & Burgess team to hear first hand the community’s desires and concerns. This input has
been woven into the technical findings to produce reasonable outcomes.

6.3 Evaluation of Highway Build Alternatives

Each of the Highway Build Alternatives was evaluated using criteria established at the beginning
of the Alternatives Analysis. The evaluation criteria included the following:

e Mobility Improvements/Demand Potential
e Conceptual Capital Cost

e Regional Connectivity

o Ease of Implementation

¢ Environmental Impacts

¢ Community Impacts

Early in the public involvement process, an attempt was made to use very technical
interpretations of these evaluation criteria. The detailed matrix used to evaluate and screen the
long list of alternatives proved to be confusing and difficult for the public to understand.
Although the matrix did allow a short list of alternatives to be formulated, a modified approach to
evaluating the short list was employed. Because most people understand the concept of a
report card, the evaluation criteria were “graded” on a scale of “A” through “F”. The following
section defines the grading system for each criterion, and Exhibit 52 summarizes the detailed
evaluation of the different short list alternatives.
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Exhibit 52: Evaluation of Highway Build Alternatives

Build Build Build Build Build Build

No Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative
Criteria Build 1 2 3 4 5 6
Mobility F C B A A D D
Impacts
Conceptual n/a F B F D C A
Capital Cost
Regional F C B A A D D
Connectivity
Ease of n/a D B D D D D
Implementation
Environmental B C C C C C C
& Community
Impacts
Final Grade D D+ B- C C+ D+ C-
Ranking 7 5 1 3 2 5 4

6.4  Mobility Impacts

6.4.1 Detailed Criteria

The goal of improved mobility is assessed based on the handling of current travel demand as
well as the accommodation of future travel demand. A common measure of mobility is highway
Level of Service (LOS). Unfortunately, with IH-45, the general purpose lanes in all sections
operate at LOS E. Therefore a new measure of mobility was developed — vehicle hours of
delay. Vehicle hours of delay for each alternative were calculated based on the difference in
travel time for the average speed as compared to 55 mph. The time delay in minutes was
multiplied times the number of vehicles expected to experience the delay. Minutes of daily
delay were then converted to hours of daily delay. The ratings for vehicle hours per day that
were used in the analysis of mobility impacts are shown in Exhibit 53.

Exhibit 53: Mobility Ratings — Vehicle Hours per Day

RATINGS:

A — lowest vehicle hours of delay

B — next to lowest vehicle hours of delay
C — average vehicle hours of delay

D — next to highest vehicle hours of delay
F — highest vehicle hours of delay

6.4.2 Detailed Evaluation
No-Build Alternative

Future travel demand for the No-Build alternative is projected to result in V/C ratios much worse
than current conditions. In 2003, IH 45 travelers experienced 125,182 vehicle hours of delay.
The No-Build alternative is projected to increase the vehicle hours of delay to 148,650. As a
result, the No-Build alternative received an “F” for the mobility impacts criterion.
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Build Alternative 1

Future travel demand for Build Alternative 1 is projected to result in V/C ratios slightly better
than current conditions and much better than the No-Build alternative. Build Alternative 1 is
projected to increase vehicle hours of delay to 131,992. As a result, this alternative received a
“C” for the mobility impacts criterion.

Build Alternative 2

Future travel demand for Build Alternative 2 is projected to result in V/C ratios slightly better
than current conditions and much better than the No-Build alternative. Build Alternative 2 is
projected to increase vehicle hours of delay to 131,011. As a result, this alternative received a
“B” for the mobility impacts criterion.

Build Alternative 3

Future travel demand for Build Alternative 3 is projected to result in V/C ratios much better than
current conditions and the No-Build alternative. Build Alternative 3 is projected to decrease
vehicle hours of delay to 120,967. As a result, this alternative received an “A” for the mobility
impacts criterion.

Build Alternative 4

Future travel demand for Build Alternative 4 is projected to result in V/C ratios much better than
current conditions and the No-Build alternative. Build Alternative 4 is projected to decrease
vehicle hours of delay to 120,967. As a result, this alternative received an “A” for the mobility
impacts criterion.

Build Alternative 5

Future travel demand for Build Alternative 5 is projected to result in V/C ratios much worse than
current conditions. Build Alternative 5 is projected to increase the vehicle hours of delay to
146,992. As a result, the No-Build alternative received a “D” for the mobility impacts criterion.

Build Alternative 6

Future travel demand for Build Alternative 6 is projected to result in V/C ratios much worse than
current conditions. Build Alternative 6 is projected to increase the vehicle hours of delay to
146,992. As a result, the No-Build alternative received a “D” for the mobility impacts criterion.

6.5 Conceptual Capital Costs

6.5.1 Detailed Criteria
The conceptual capital costs criteria allows for the comparison of alternatives with regards to

estimated capital costs. The ratings that were used in the analysis of conceptual capital costs
are shown in Exhibit 54.

Exhibit 54: Capital Costs Ratings

RATINGS:

A — lowest conceptual capital costs

B — next to lowest conceptual capital costs
C — average conceptual capital costs

D — next to highest conceptual capital costs
F — highest conceptual capital costs
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6.5.2 Detailed Evaluation
No-Build Alternative

Because the No-Build alternative does not offer any improvements to the IH 45 travel corridor,
there is no construction. As such this alternative did not receive a rating for capital cost.

Build Alternative 1

The relative capital costs for Build Alternative 1 are higher than all but one of the other
alternatives. The alternative received an “F” for capital costs.

Build Alternative 2

The relative capital costs for Build Alternative 2 are next to the lowest with respect to the other
alternatives. The alternative received a “B” for capital costs.

Build Alternative 3

The relative capital costs for Build Alternative 3 are the highest of the alternatives. The
alternative received an “F” for capital costs.

Build Alternative 4

The relative capital costs for Build Alternative 4 are the third highest of the alternatives. The
alternative received a “D” for capital costs.

Build Alternative 5

The relative capital costs for Build Alternative 5 are average as compared to the other
alternatives. The alternative received a “C” for capital costs.

Build Alternative 6

The relative capital costs for Build Alternative 6 are the lowest with respect to the other
alternatives. The alternative received an “A” for capital costs.

6.6 Regional Connectivity

6.6.1 Detailed Criteria

Regional connectivity is measured by the ability to reach activity centers and neighborhoods
within the metropolitan area from the IH 45 travel corridor. This ability is directly related to travel
times during both peak and off peak times. Again, vehicle hours of delay were used to grade
each of the alternatives relative to regional connectivity. The ratings for vehicle hours per day
that were used in the analysis of regional connectivity are shown in Exhibit 55

Exhibit 55: Regional Connectivity Ratings

RATINGS:

A — lowest vehicle hours of delay

B — next to lowest vehicle hours of delay
C — average vehicle hours of delay

D — next to highest vehicle hours of delay
F — highest vehicle hours of delay
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6.6.2 Detailed Evaluation
No-Build Alternative

Currently, IH 45 travelers experienced 125,182 vehicle hours of delay daily. The No-Build
alternative is projected to increase the vehicle hours of delay to 148,650. As a result, the No-
Build alternative received an "F" for the regional connectivity criterion.

Build Alternative 1

With Build Alternative 1, vehicle hours of delay are expected to be 131,992 daily. This delay is
an increase over current conditions but an improvement over the No-Build alternative. As a
result, this alternative received a "C" for the regional connectivity criterion.

Build Alternative 2

With Build Alternative 2, vehicle hours of delay are expected to be 131,011 daily. This delay is
an increase over current conditions but an improvement over both the No-Build alternative and
Build Alternative 1. As a result, this alternative received a "B" for the regional connectivity
criterion.

Build Alternative 3

Build Alternative 3 is projected to decrease vehicle hours of delay to 120,967. This delay is a
decrease over current conditions and a significant improvement over both the No-Build
alternative and other build alternatives. As a result, this alternative received an "A" for the
regional connectivity criterion.

Build Alternative 4

Build Alternative 4 is projected to decrease vehicle hours of delay to 120,967. This delay is a
decrease over current conditions and a significant improvement over both the No-Build
alternative and other build alternatives. As a result, this alternative received an "A" for the
regional connectivity criterion.

Build Alternative 5

With Build Alternative 5, vehicle hours of delay are expected to be 146,992 daily. This delay is
an increase over current conditions and only a slight improvement over the No-Build alternative.
As a result, this alternative received a "D" for the regional connectivity criterion.

Build Alternative 6

With Build Alternative 6, vehicle hours of delay are expected to be 146,992 daily. This delay is
an increase over current conditions and only a slight improvement over the No-Build alternative.
As a result, this alternative received a "D" for the regional connectivity criterion.

6.7 Ease of Implementation

6.7.1 Detailed Criteria

Ease of implementation refers to the ability to secure funding for each alternative. The issue of
project funding transcends the IH 45 corridor. Currently, with TXDOT's traditional "pay as you
go" financing, the state can only afford to implement about 30 percent of all needed projects
statewide. With enabling legislation from the Texas legislature, TXDOT can now use innovative
financing tolls such as tolling and managed lanes to fund needed transportation improvements.
Projects that incorporate innovative financing are much easier to implement. The ratings that
were used in the analysis of ease of implementation are shown in Exhibit 56.
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Exhibit 56: Ease of Implementation Ratings

RATINGS:

A — build alternative with greatest ease of implementation

B — build alternative with the next to greatest ease of implementation

C — financing of the build alternative is typical

D — financing of the build alternative is problematic

F — build alternative presents significant challenges regarding financing

6.7.2 Detailed Evaluation
No-Build Alternative

Because the No-Build alternative does not offer any improvements to the IH 45 travel corridor,
there is no construction. As such this alternative did not receive a rating for ease of
implementation.

Build Alternative 1

Build Alternative 1 does not incorporate an innovative financing strategy and therefore received
a "D" rating for ease of implementation.

Build Alternative 2

Build Alternative 2 includes the addition of managed lanes. The managed lanes concept
incorporates the collection of tolls for single occupant vehicles using the managed lanes. As
such Build Alternative 2 incorporates a funding mechanism. This alternative received a "B"
rating for ease of implementation.

Build Alternative 3

Build Alternative 3 does not incorporate an innovative financing strategy and therefore received
a "D" rating for ease of implementation.

Build Alternative 4

Build Alternative 4 does not incorporate an innovative financing strategy and therefore received
a "D" rating for ease of implementation.

Build Alternative 5

Build Alternative 5 does not incorporate an innovative financing strategy and therefore received
a "D" rating for ease of implementation.

Build Alternative 6

Build Alternative 6 does not incorporate an innovative financing strategy and therefore received
a "D" rating for ease of implementation.

6.8 Environmental and Community Impacts

6.8.1 Detailed Criteria
A wide range of environmental and community considerations were involved in screening the six
Build Alternatives, as follows:
e Urban Elements:
o Land Use
o Noise

94



North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

Air Quality

Safety and Security

Energy

Impacts on Existing Communities
Environmental Justice Considerations

O O 0O o o

¢ Natural Environmental Elements:
Wetlands
Water Quality
Water Quantity and Subsidence
Floodplains
Threatened and Endangered Species
e Cultural Elements:

O Historic

o0 Archeological

0 Park Resources

O O 0O o o

The ratings that were used in the analysis of environmental and community impacts are shown
in Exhibit 57

Exhibit 57: Ease of Implementation Ratings

RATINGS:

A — least environmental and community impact

B — next to least environmental and community impact

C — average environmental and community impact

D — next to highest environmental and community impact
F — highest environmental and community impact

6.8.2 Detailed Evaluation
No-Build Alternative

Because the No-Build alternative does not offer improvements nor require construction to the
IH-45 travel corridor, there would not be a negative impact on the environment or surrounding
community in terms of such criteria as land use, noise, communities and natural environment.
However, the lack of improvements to IH-45 also does not provide any opportunities for new
HOV lanes to help address other criteria such as air quality and energy. The No-Build
Alternative was given a “B” rating.

Build Alternatives 1-6

In general, there is not a great deal to distinguish the Build Alternatives in terms of potential
environmental and community impacts. From the criteria that could be evaluated at this time,
the Build Alternatives could only be considered to be a “wash” in terms of their potential impacts
and were all given a “C” rating. Further consideration and more detailed analysis of the
environmental and community impacts of the Build Alternatives will be conducted during
schematic design and the environmental review process which is expected to begin following
completion of the planning phase.
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7.0 Community Involvement

The North-Hardy Planning Studies were conducted in partnership with the elected officials
representing the Corridor's constituency; the various public agencies responsible for
transportation system planning and operation; a diverse group of stakeholders that live or work
in the Corridor; and numerous individual, interested citizens. The input and feedback received
from the many meetings and workshops were interwoven into the technical tasks of defining and
evaluating the North-Hardy Corridor alternative transit improvements.

An advisory committee of key stakeholders was formed early in the study. This Stakeholder
Advisory Committee was composed of a broad range of interest groups and individuals and
represented the diverse interests within the corridor. Meetings of the Stakeholder Advisory
Committee were held to correspond with the completion of major phase of the Planning Studies.
In addition to the Stakeholder Advisory Committee meetings, 15 formal stakeholder meetings
were held at strategic points during the conduct of the planning studies.

Larger public meetings were held at multiple locations along the corridor during each of the
major phases of the Studies. The Scoping Meetings were open houses since this meeting
format allowed the greatest opportunity for people to arrive and depart at times most convenient
to them. Several of the public meetings used a "working group” format where smaller
"facilitated groups” studied issues and alignments and then compared findings with the larger

group.

Small group and one-on-one meetings were held with stakeholders where requested, or
specifically required to fully understand the issues within the corridor.

Throughout the Planning Studies, stakeholders within the corridor were kept well informed.
Three general newsletters were prepared. The newsletters were distributed to the various
stakeholders at meetings and through direct mail. The direct mailing list included over 2,800
individuals and interested citizens. By providing newsletters during major phases of the
Planning Studies, information was provided to a broad audience about the status of the studies
and dates of upcoming meetings. They helped to elevate the discussions and importance of
regional mobility. Three postcards/meeting notices were also used to provide notice about
public meetings through direct mail to the mailing list. These flyers supplemented the Public
Notices in the newspaper advertisements.

The North-Hardy Study team hosted a website to enhance communication for stakeholders.
The website met METRO’s technology and graphic requirements, and served as an additional
method of communication for the Studies. The web site for the North-Hardy Planning Studies,
North-Hardy.org, was initiated in January 2002 to coincide with initiation of the Scoping process.
The site was updated at major study milestones.

Presentation graphics in the form of display boards and PowerPoint presentations were
developed and used for all of the major stakeholder meetings and the public meetings. In many
cases these presentation graphics were used at the small group and one-on-one meetings.
Hard copies of PowerPoint presentations were made available at most of the outreach
meetings.

Newspaper advertisements were published in the Houston Chronicle, the Houston Community
Newspaper, La Voz, and Semana by METRO.

The North-Hardy Planning Studies team worked closely with METRO and it's General Planning
Consultant (GPC) in developing the architecture for the comments database. This database
facilitated the assembly, review, analysis and maintenance of input received from stakeholders.
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7.1 Formal Stakeholder Meetings

An advisory committee of key stakeholders was formed early in the study. This Stakeholder
Advisory Committee was composed of a broad range of interest groups and individuals and
represented the diverse interests within the Corridor. Meetings of the Stakeholder Advisory
Committee were held to correspond to the completion of each major phase of the Planning
Studies. Exhibit 58 provides a summary of each meeting. Detailed information about the
meetings, including agendas, sign-in sheets, presentation materials and recorded comments
and responses for each of the Stakeholder Advisory Committee Meetings, is included in the
Transit Component of the Alternative Analysis Report.

Exhibit 58: Stakeholder Advisory Committee Meetings

Number of
Date Location Attendees Meeting Purpose
February 19, 2002 Greenspoint Mall 14 Review of issues and
Community Room challenges and preliminary
alternative solutions.
June 17, 2002 Lindale Park Civic 13 Review the evaluation of the
Club long list of alternatives.
January 9, 2003 Greenspoint Mall 6 Review the preliminary transit
Community Room findings.

In addition to the Stakeholder Advisory Committee meetings, 15 formal stakeholder meetings
were held at strategic points during the planning studies. Exhibit 59 provides a summary of
each meeting. Detailed meeting agendas, sign-in sheets, presentation materials and recorded
comments and responses for each of the Stakeholder Meetings held between December 20,
2001 and November 20, 2003, are included in the Transit Component of the Alternative Analysis
Report. Sign-in sheets, presentation materials and recorded comments and responses for the
highway meetings held after November 2003, are included in Appendix I.
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Exhibit 59: Formal Stakeholder Meetings

Number of
Date Stakeholder Group Attendees Meeting Purpose
December 20, 2001 North Corridor Coalition 22 Facilitated session to identify the transportation issues,
challenges, and opportunities facing the North-Hardy Corridor.
March 21, 2002 North Corridor Coalition 15 Facilitated session to brief the group on project status particularly
concerning the public meetings
May 11, 2002 Near Northside Neighborhoods 24 Facilitated session — review the long list of highway and transit
alternatives.
May 16, 2002 NW/FM 1960 Chamber of 18 Facilitated session — review the long list of highway and transit
Commerce alternatives.
May 18, 2002 Northline Super Neighborhood 16 Facilitated session — review the long list of highway and transit
Council alternatives.
May 20, 2002 S. Montgomery/The Woodlands 18 Facilitated session — review the long list of highway and transit
Chamber of Commerce alternatives.
May 30 2002 North Corridor Coalition 62 Facilitated session — review the long list of highway and transit
alternatives.
June 3, 2002 South of Buffalo Bayou 24 Facilitated session — review the long list of highway alternatives
for south of Buffalo Bayou
November 20, 2002 NW/FM 1960 Chamber of 22 Reviewed the short list of transit alternatives.
Commerce
January 14, 2003 NW/FM 1960 Chamber of 18 Presented preliminary transit findings for the North-Hardy Corridor
Commerce
January 23, 2003 North Corridor Coalition 16 Presented preliminary transit findings for the North-Hardy Corridor
January 30, 2003 Northline Super Neighborhood 32 Presented preliminary transit findings for the North-Hardy Corridor
Council
June 19, 2003 North Corridor Coalition 25 Presented preliminary transit findings for the North-Hardy Corridor
July 16, 2003 NW Chamber Transportation 12 Presented preliminary transit findings for the North-Hardy Corridor
Committee
November 20, 2003 North Corridor Coalition 16 Presented the next steps in the project development process
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7.2  Public Meetings

General, larger audience, meetings with the public were held at multiple locations along the
corridor during each of the major phases of the Studies. The Scoping Meetings were open
houses since this meeting format allowing the greatest opportunity for people to arrive and
depart at times most convenient to them. Subsequent public meetings were held as both
facilitated small group sessions and as open houses. Exhibit 60 provides a summary of each
meeting. Detailed meeting agendas, sign-in sheets, presentation materials and recorded
comments and responses for each of the Public Meetings held between December 2001 and
November 2003, are included in the Transit Component of the Alternative Analysis Report.
Information about the pubic meetings between December 2003 and December 2004 can be
found in the Transit Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). Detailed information on the
highway public meetings held in October of 2004 is included in Appendix I.

Exhibit 60: Public Meetings

Number of

Date Location Attendees Meeting Purpose

February 5, 2002 Wesley Community 39 Public Scoping Meeting
Center
February 6, 2002 Northline Mall 24 Public Scoping Meeting
February 13, 2002  North Harris Montgomery 20 Public Scoping Meeting
Community College
February 20, 2002  Houston Community 15 Public Scoping Meeting
College System
June 4, 2002 Greenspoint Mall 11 Review long list of highway
and transit alternatives
June 6, 2002 S. Main Baptist Church 15 Review long list of highway
alternatives for south of
Buffalo Bayou
June 15, 2002 St. Patrick’s Catholic 193 Review long list of highway
Church and transit alternatives
February 4, 2003 Greenspoint Mall 16 Present preliminary transit
findings
February 8, 2003 Davis High School 34 Present preliminary transit
findings
June 26, 2004 Davis High School 139 Present transit MOS
October 26, 2004 Davis High School 112 Present highway findings
October 28, 2004 Greenspoint Mall 21 Present highway findings

7.3  Small Group and One-on-One Meetings

Small group and one-on-one meetings were held with stakeholders where requested, or
specifically required to fully understand the issues within the corridor. Exhibit 61 provides a
summary of each meeting. Detailed information for small group meetings and one-on-one
meetings held between December 2001 and November 2003 are included in the Transit
Component of the Alternative Analysis Report. Meetings held between December 2003 and
December 2004 can be found in the Transit Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).
Detailed information on the small group and one-on-one meetings held between June 2004 and
April 2005 is included in Appendix I.
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Exhibit 61: Small Group and One-on-One Meetings

Date Group Attendees Meeting Purpose
October 29, 2001 State Representative Jessica Farrar The purpose of the meeting was to present
Representative Drexel Turner — U of H the plan for conducting the North-Hardy AA

Jessica Farrar

John Sedlak - METRO
Gilda Martinez — METRO
Barbara Ogilvie — METRO
Rod Smith — Carter Burgess

including general schedule and consultant
team.

November 8, 2001 Greater Jack Drake - GGMD Discussion centered on GGMD facts and
Greenspoint Tina Araujo — GGMD information about the North Corridor Coalition
Management Patti Joiner - C-B Team initiated by GGMD leadership.
District Margaret Menger - C-B Team

Rod Smith - Carter Burgess

November 9, 2001 The Woodlands Bob Stout - Woodlands Operating Company Discussion centered on stakeholders in the
Operating Margaret Menger - C-B Team Woodlands — individuals and corporate groups
Company to add to the mailing list.

November 13, 2001 Lindale Park Civic  Mike Catrett — Lindale Park Purpose of the call was to determine what
Association Ariel Espino — C-B Team suggestions there might be for specific

stakeholders whether organizations or

individuals; the optimal method of their being
included in the process and actively involved;
and any contact lists that might be available.

November 14, 2001

Council member
Gabriel Vasquez

Robert Fiederlein - Chief of Staff
James Vick - C-B Team

The purpose of the call was to identify
significant stakeholders, available stakeholder
lists, and recommendations for out-reach
formats that might be particularly successful in
the Corridor.

November 15, 2001

North Corridor

Coalition Members

Presentation on scope, schedule, and

Coalition Rod Smith — C-B Team consultant team.

December 19, 2001 The Woodlands Robert Heinemann — The Woodlands Operating The purpose of the meeting was to determine
Operating Company demographic, land use, and development plan
Company Janet Kennison — Carter Burgess data availability.

James Vick — C-B Team
Larry Venturato — C-B Team
A.J. Widacki — C-B Team
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Date Group Attendees Meeting Purpose
January 9, 2002 Union Pacific Ken Rouse — UP Regional Manager Ind. & Public  The purpose of the meeting was to explore the
Railroad Projects potential of share use of track and/or right-of-

Lyle Hamm — UP Program Manager
Rod Smith — C-B Team

Janet Kennison — Carter Burgess
Fred Meyers — C-B Team

way.

January 15, 2002

PTG

Charlie De Weese — PTG

Ginger Oakes - PTG

Larry Venturato — STV

Frank Rose — STV

Barbara Koslov — SRBA

Mark McLaron — SRBA

David McBrayer — PBQ&D

Janet Kennison — Carter Burgess

The purpose of the meeting was to discuss
PTG contacting Union Pacific Railroad. PTG
presented as a sub to SRBA (GPC) is
responsible for facilitating coordination with all
of the railroads on the larger issues that affect
more than one corridor.

January 17, 2002

North Corridor
Coalition

Tina Araujo - Greenspoint TIRZ
Jack Drake - Greenspoint TIRZ
Gary Montgomery - NCC Chairman
Greg Rhodes - METRO Planning
Monica, Greenspoint TIRZ
Baummeier (?) —

Representative of Spring ISD

Mike Tello, TXDOT

Ivon DuPont - Woodlands Heights
Rod Smith - Carter Burgess

The purpose of the meeting was to discuss
means for developing support for a future
METRO election.
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Date Group Attendees Meeting Purpose
January 24, 2002 Northside Village Ed Reyes - SNC President To present a status report on the North-Hardy
Super Dewitt MacAfee Planning Studies.
Neighborhood Vincent Marquez — Northside Redevelopment
Executive Center
Committee Virginia Duke

Mark Cerano

Shanna Barnstone — Silverdale Civic Association
Fernando Cisneros — North Central Civic
Association

Beatrice Rosales

Robert Fiederlein — CM Vasquez Chief of Staff
Art Murillo - METRO

Andy Alarcon — City of Houston

Bill Zrioka — City of Houston

Rod Smith — C-B Team

January 29, 2002 Midtown
Development
Authority

Charles LeBlanc — Executive Director
Calvin Morgan — Carter Burgess
Rod Smith — Carter Burgess

Introduction and initial briefing on the North-
Hardy Planning Studies. Specifically
discussed transportation issues in the
Midtown area.
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Date Group

Attendees

Meeting Purpose

February 14, 2002 Hardy Yard
Development

Dawn Moses — Brownfields Coordinator, C of
Houston

Pamela Berger — Director of Environmental
Quality, C of H

Kelley Parker — Cushman & Wakefield, agent for
property owner

Doug Williams — agent for property owner

David Bradley — U of H Downtown, Assist. VP
Admin.

Chris McCall — U of H Downtown, Facilities Mgmt.

Ramona Davis — Greater Houston Preservation
Alliance

Rafael Longoria — U of H Architecture

Scott Leafe — SKA

Jessica Jenkins — SKA

Rep. Jessica Farrar — State Rep. District 148
Tom Jasien — METRO

Rod Smith — Carter Burgess

The purpose of the meeting was to discuss
the potential redevelopment of the Hardy Yard
site as a multi-use development.

February 15, 2002 Transportation
Focus Group for
Buffalo Bayou
Partnership

Aaron Tuley - Buffalo Bayou Partnership
Guy Hagstette - Downtown District

Bob Eury - Downtown District

Valerie Weber - Gensler Architects
Robert Yaro - Regional Plan Association
Chaney Anderson — U of H Downtown
Chris McCall- U of H Downtown

Jerry King — Sunland Engineering

Lynda Mifsud - METRO

Rod Smith — Carter Burgess

The planning team for the Buffalo Bayou
improvements presented their proposals for
improving the Bayou from Shepherd to the
Turning Basin.
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Date Group Attendees Meeting Purpose
February 21, 2002 North Corridor Coalition Members Provided a status report on the North-Hardy
Coalition Greg Rhodes - METRO Planning Studies.

Mike Tello - TXDOT

Rod Smith — C-B Team

Tina Araujo — Greenspoint TIRZ
Jack Drake — Greenspoint TIRZ
Kim Cannon- Houston Chronicle

Robert Fiederlein- City Council Member Vasquez

Ivon DuPont — Woodlands Heights

February 28, 2002

Reliant Energy

John Lengyel - Joint Use
Michael Pakelitis, Transmission Engineering
Rod Smith — Carter Burgess

The purpose of the meeting was to discuss
the opportunities and constraints in using the
Reliant right-of-way adjacent to the Hardy Toll
Road.

March 7, 2002

North Corridor
Coalition

Tina Araujo - NCC

Barry Carpenter — S Montgomery Chamber
Jack Drake — NCC

Ivon DuPont — Woodlands Heights

Mayor Michels — Oak Ridge

Gary Montgomery — S Montgomery Chamber
Greg Rhodes — METRO

Stella Gustavson — C-B Team

Rod Smith — Carter Burgess

Discussion of public involvement and outreach
for the North-Hardy Planning Studies.

March 12, 2002

Midtown Civic Club

Civic Club members
Mike Tello — TxDOT
Rod Smith — Carter Burgess

Provided a briefing on the North-Hardy
Planning Studies with an emphasis on the
area south of Buffalo Bayou.

March 21, 2002

North Corridor
Coalition

Coalition Members
Mike Tello - TXxDOT
Rod Smith — Carter Burgess

Provided a status report on the North-Hardy
Planning Studies, and asked for participation
in co-sponsored stakeholder meetings.

April 18, 2002 North Corridor Coalition Members Provided a status report on the North-Hardy
Coalition Greg Rhodes - METRO Planning Studies. Discussed planning for
Rod Smith — Carter Burgess stakeholder meetings.
April 18, 2002 Downtown Citizens Provided a briefing on the North-Hardy
Management Rod Smith — Carter Burgess Planning Studies.
District
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Date Group Attendees Meeting Purpose
April 22, 2002 Sierra Club Frank Blake Provided a status report on the North-Hardy
John Wilson Planning Studies including a description of the
Brandt Mannchen overall process and work-to-date. Responded
Polly Ledvina to specific concerns raised by the group.
Peter Tyler
Mike Tello — TxDOT
Rod Smith — Carter Burgess
May 13, 2002 Council Member Robert Fiederlein — Chief of Staff Council Provided a status report on the Phase 1 work
Vasquez's Office Member Vasquez and recent stakeholder meetings.
Rachel Spencer — C-B Team
Janet Kennison — Carter Burgess
Rod Smith — Carter Burgess
May 16, 2002 Judge Sadler, The Honorable Judge Alan B. Sadler Meeting purpose was to brief Judge Sadler on
Montgomery John Holzwarth - Carter Burgess the North-Hardy Planning Studies in advance
County Janet Kennison — Carter Burgess of the Work Session scheduled for May 20,
2002.
May 17, 2002 Commissioner Ed Commissioner Ed Chance Meeting purpose was to brief Commissioner
Chance, John Holzwarth - C-B Team Chance on the North-Hardy Planning Studies
Montgomery Rod Smith — Carter Burgess in advance of the Work Session scheduled for
County Janet Kennison — Carter Burgess May 20, 2002.
May 21, 2002 Cushman Kelley Parker — Cushman Wakefield Provided a status report on the North-Hardy
Wakefield Group members Planning Studies.
Industrial Broker Rod Smith — Carter Burgess
Group
June 17, 2002 Council Member Houston City Council Member Vasquez The purpose of the meeting was to discuss
Vasquez Doug Williams, Hardy Yard CM Vasquez's request that METRO fund a

Shirley DeLibero — METRO
John Sedlak —- METRO
Barbara Ogilvie - METRO
Rod Smith - Carter Burgess

portion of an extension of Fulton to connect
with San Jacinto.
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Date Group Attendees Meeting Purpose
June 19, 2002 Greenspoint Mall Jack Drake — Greenspoint Management District ~ The purpose of the meeting was to bring
Developers Tina Araujo - Greenspoint Management District together the design team and various parties

Jack Linville — PGAL

Hines Development

Mall Design Group

Convention Center Design Group
Retail Consultants

Rod Smith - Carter Burgess

interested in the redevelopment of
Greenspoint Mall. We provided a status
report with respect to potential transit plans for
the Greenspoint Mall area.

June 20, 2002

North Corridor

Coalition Members

Reviewed information from the stakeholder

Coalition Greg Rhodes - METRO meetings.
Rod Smith — Carter Burgess
June 20, 2002 GPC Kimberly Slaughter — SR Beard and Associates The purpose of the meeting was to discuss
Mark Wiseman — SR Beard and Associates the deadline for submitting travel demand
Greg Rhodes — METRO modeling input data to the GPC.
Rod Smith — Carter-Burgess
Janet Kennison — Carter-Burgess
June 24, 2002 State Rep. Garnett Coleman The purpose of the meeting was to discuss
Representative Gary Trietsch — TxDOT with the Representative potential highway

Garnett Coleman

Government Relations Coordinator - METRO
Rod Smith — Carter Burgess

improvements for the Midtown area.

June 26, 2002

North Houston

Committee Members

Regularly scheduled meeting where we made

Association — Rod Smith — Carter Burgess a presentation on the North-Hardy Planning
Transportation Janet Kennison - Carter Burgess Studies.
Committee
July 9, 2002 Joe Webb Joe Webb — Webb Architects Meeting purpose was to discuss the Northside
Rod Smith - Carter Burgess Redevelopment Plan as it relates to North-
Janet Kennison — Carter Burgess Hardy.
July 9, 2002 State Rep. Jessica Farrar Provided a status report on the North-Hardy
Representative Raul Saldivar— Farrar’'s Staff Planning Studies. Discussed specific

Jessica Farrar

Russ Frank — METRO
Scott Barker —- METRO
Rod Smith — Carter Burgess

concerns with respect to IH-45 access from
the Near Northside and widening of N. Main.
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Date Group Attendees Meeting Purpose
July 10, 2002 State Rep. Peggy Hamric Meeting purpose was to provide a status
Representative Scott Barker — METRO report on the North-Hardy Planning Studies.
Peggy Hamric Tom Jasien - METRO
Rod Smith - Carter Burgess
July 17, 2002 Hardy Yard Kelley Parker — Cushman & Wakefield, agent for  Meeting purpose was to provide a status
Developers property owner report on the North-Hardy Planning Studies
Doug Williams — agent for property owner and to receive a report on the development'’s
Peter Brown — planner for development progress.
Rod Smith - C-B Team
Janet Kennison — C-B Team
July 17, 2002 Mid Town/3rd Citizens This was a regular meeting of the Association.

Ward Association

Rod Smith - Carter Burgess

A brief presentation on the North-Hardy
Planning Studies was given.

August 14, 2002

Old West End
Association

Christine Farrier — Old West End

Guy Hagstette, Central Houston

Ann Olsen, Buffalo Bayou Partnership
Rod Smith — Carter Burgess

Provided a status report on the North-Hardy
Planning Studies. Particular attention was
given to potential IH-45 alternatives that may
impact areas west of IH-45.

August 15, 2002

North Corridor

Coalition Members

Status report on the North-Hardy Planning

Coalition Janet Kennison — Carter Burgess Studies.

August 20, 2002 Woodlands/S Membership Meeting purpose was to give a presentation
Montgomery Janet Kennison — Carter Burgess on the status of the North-Hardy Planning
County Chamber Studies — project overview through “short list”.
of Commerce

August 22, 2002 The Woodlands Membership Meeting purpose was to give a presentation
Association Janet Kennison — Carter Burgess on the status of the North-Hardy Planning

Studies — project overview through “short list”.

August 28, 2002 The Woodlands Membership Meeting purpose was to give a presentation
Community Janet Kennison — Carter Burgess on the status of the North-Hardy Planning
Association Studies — project overview through “short list”.
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Date

Group

Attendees

Meeting Purpose

September 19, 2002 North Corridor

Coalition

Coalition Members

Greg Rhodes — METRO

Mike Tello - TXDOT

Rod Smith — Carter Burgess
Tina Araujo, Greater
Greenspoint/NCC

Ivon DuPont, Woodlands Heights
Mike Tello, TxDOT

Provided a status report on the North-Hardy
Planning Studies including a review of the
revised schedule for reporting study finding to
the METRO Board.

October 3, 2002

Buffalo Bayou
Partnership

Aaron Tuley — Buffalo Bayou Partnership
Rod Smith - Carter Burgess
Janet Kennison — Carter Burgess

Meeting purpose was to provide a status
report on the North-Hardy Planning Studies
with an emphasis on the transit short list.

October 17, 2002

North Corridor
Coalition

Coalition Members
Art Murillo - METRO
Janet Kennison — Carter Burgess

Provided a status report on the North-Hardy
Planning Studies including what would be
presented to the METRO Board in February.

October 28, 2002

Old Town Spring
Improvement
District

Vance Fellars — President Old Town Spring
Improvement District

Charlotte Joiner — Administrator, Old Town Spring
Improvement District

Rod Smith - Carter Burgess

Janet Kennison — Carter Burgess

The purpose of the meeting was to brief Old
Town Spring ID on the current project status.
We left copies of the newsletter & colored
graphics indicating the three transit alignments
(corridor wide & by inner/mid/outer portions of
the corridor.

October 29, 2002

Traffic Engineers
Inc. (TEI)

Susan Alleman - TEI Project Manager,
Greenspoint Traffic Study

Dustin Qualls - TEI

Roger Armstrong - TEI

Rod Smith - Carter Burgess

Janet Kennison — Carter Burgess

Meeting purpose was to provide a status
report on the North-Hardy Studies. The
discussion focused primarily on the short list
of alternatives - both the transit and IH-45 in
the vicinity of Greenspoint area.

October 29, 2002

Northside
Redevelopment
Center

Vincent Marquez — NRC

Mike Tello - TXDOT

Rod Smith — Carter Burgess
Janet Kennison — Carter Burgess

Meeting purpose was to provide a status
report on the North-Hardy Planning Studies
and to facilitate coordination between NRC
and TxDOT.
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Date Group Attendees Meeting Purpose
October 31, 2002 Council Member Lisa Dimond — New Chief of Staff — Council Provided a status report on the North-Hardy
Vasquez Member Vasquez Planning Studies for the new Chief of Staff.

Robert Fiederlein — Old Chief of Staff — Council
Member Vasquez
Rod Smith — Carter Burgess

November 7, 2002 Legacy Land Trust

Neil Mitchell - LLT

Damien Carey — LLT

Jennifer Lorenz — LLC

Bill Turner - LLC

Rod Smith — Carter Burgess
Janet Kennison — Carter Burgess

The purpose of the meeting was to review the
three alignments and two technologies that
make up the short list of alternatives.

Aldine
Improvement
District

November 19, 2002

AID Board Members and Staff
Citizens in the Audience (30 to 40)
Janet Kennison — Carter Burgess

Meeting purpose was to provide a status
report on the North-Hardy Planning Studies
with emphasis on the transit short list.

November 21, 2002 North Corridor

Coalition

Coalition Members

Mike Tello, TXxDOT

Greg Rhodes, METRO

Tina Araujo, Greater Greenspoint
Jack Drake, Greater Greenspoint
Joe Michaels, Mayor, Oak Ridge North & S.
Montgomery/Woodlands Chamber
Mike Catrette

Mike O’Hara

Rob Maxwell

Rod Smith, Carter Burgess

Provided a status report on the North-Hardy
Planning Studies - PowerPoint presentation
on short list of alternatives.

November 26, 2002 Lindale Park Civic

Association

Civic Associations Members
Mike Tello - TXDOT
Rod Smith — Carter Burgess

This was the regularly scheduled monthly
meeting of the civic association. We were one
of several agenda items. The Status Report
slide show was presented. Attendees
received copies of the newsletter, black and
white copies of the slideshow and 11x17’s of
the 3 alternatives being considered in detail.
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Date Group Attendees Meeting Purpose

December 3, 2002 Greenspoint Greenspoint Management District Members & This is an annual event to recognize
Management Volunteers — 100+ individuals & firms that have volunteered
District Volunteer Art Murillo - METRO during the year to assist the district with their
Awards & Shelly Whitworth — H-GAC programs. Art Murillo accepted the award on
Recognition Gary Montgomery — NCC Chairman behalf of METRO. Shelly Whitworth accepted

Ivon DuPont — NCC Vice Chairman

Jack Drake - Greenspoint Management District
Tina Araujo - Greenspoint Management District
Councilmember Carol Galloway — Houston City
Councilmember

Senator Jon Lindsay — State Senator

Rod Smith — Carter Burgess

the award on behalf of H-GAC for the shuttle
bus service to IAH. There were numerous
awards for property management, etc.

January 30, 2003

North Corridor
Coalition

Coalition Members

Greg Rhodes — METRO

Thomas Gray — METRO

Mike Tello — TxDOT

Rachel Spencer — C-B Team
Janet Kennison — Carter Burgess

Presentation of preliminary transit findings for
the North-Hardy Corridor.

January 28, 2003

Acres Homes
Chamber of
Commerce

Members of Acres Homes Chamber and
Interested Parties

Dr. Lewis — METRO

Dr. Gilbert — METRO

Karen Marshall - METRO

Janet Kennison — Carter Burgess

A brief presentation on the status and
preliminary transit findings for the North-Hardy
Planning Studies was given. A copy of the
presentation was given to the Chamber.

February 20, 2003

North Corridor
Coalition

Coalition Members

Art Murillo - METRO

Russ Frank — METRO

Mike Tello - TXDOT

Janet Kennison — Carter Burgess

Provided an update on North-Hardy Planning
Studies and the development of the System
Plan.
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Date Group Attendees Meeting Purpose
February 26, 2003 Council Member Houston City Council Member Gabriel Vasquez Council Member Vasquez requested the
Vasquez Lisa Dimond — City of Houston Councilmember meeting to discuss the possibility of adding an

Vasquez

Barbara Ogilvie — METRO

Greg Rhodes — METRO

Russ Frank - METRO

Janet Kennison — Carter Burgess

additional route segment to the Green Line
alternative. Specifically, he wanted to know
what the ridership and capital cost would be to
add a branch from Main at Boundary, along N
Main to Airline and north to Northline Mall.
This branch follows the Blue Line alternative
from U of H to Northline. The Green Line
would remain intact.

February 27, 2003

Northside Village
Workshop

Council Member Vasquez — City of Houston
Vincent Marquez — NRC

Patricia Rincon-Kallman — City of Houston
Planning Department

Carol Nixon - TxDOT

Janet Kennison — Carter Burgess
Workshop participants

The purpose of the meeting was to explore
redevelopment possibilities for the Northside
Village. A presentation was given on the short
list of transit alternatives.

March 20, 2003

North Corridor
Coalition

Coalition Members
Mike Tello - TXDOT
Janet Kennison — Carter Burgess

Provided an update on North-Hardy Planning
Studies and the development of the System
Plan.

March 31, 2003

Council Member
Vasquez

Council Member Vasquez

Greg Rhodes — METRO

Russ Frank - METRO

Janet Kennison — Carter-Burgess

This meeting was a follow up meeting to
Council Member Vasquez’s request to
investigate the possibility of adding an
additional route segment to the Green Line
alternative. Specifically, he wanted to know
what the ridership and capital cost would be to
add a branch from Main at Boundary, along N
Main to Airline and north to Northline Mall.

April 15, 2003

North Corridor
Coalition

Coalition Members

Greg Rhodes — METRO

Karen Marshall - METRO

Mayor Allen Owen — Missouri City
Janet Kennison — Carter Burgess

Provided an update on North-Hardy Planning
Studies and the development of the System
Plan.
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Date Group Attendees Meeting Purpose
April 17, 2003 Northside Vincent Marquez — Northside Redevelopment The purpose of this meeting was to follow up
Redevelopment Center on the workshop held in late February 2003.
Center Carol Nixon — TxDOT The transit findings for the North-Hardy
Mike Tello - TXDOT Planning Studies were briefly reviewed.
Janet Kennison — Carter Burgess Specifically, each of the short list of
alternatives were described with particular
attention to how they would traverse the Near
Northside.
July 18, 2003 North Corridor Coalition Members Presented the North-Hardy short list of

Coalition Mike Tello - TXDOT alternatives.
Janet Kennison — C-B Team
December 5, 2003 Advance Ellen Stephenson — Carter Burgess Participants reviewed the draft schedule and
Conceptual Tricia Hardy — Carter Burgess scope for DEIS/New Starts and agreement on
Engineering Kick-  Greg Rhodes — METRO roles and responsibilities.
off Meeting Art Murillo - METRO

Mario Semmler — STV

Larry Venturato — STV

Jonathan D. Boyer — STC

Frank Viebrock — METRO

Pete Finn — METRO

Jack Ottaway — Myra Frank
Kimberly Slaughter — S.R. Beard
Marc McLaren — S.R. Beard
Robin Armstrong — METRO
Rhonda Boyer - METRO

Cyndi Robinson — METRO
Janet Kennison — Carter Burgess
Tom Shelton — Carter Burgess
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Date Group Attendees Meeting Purpose
December 11, 2003  Project Manager's  Steve Beard — SR Beard Mr. McLaren review the GPC's schedule for
Meeting Mark McLaren — SR Beard the DEIS.

Conference Call

Kim Slaughter — SR Beard
Chrisine Luthi — SR Beard

Barbara Ogilvie - METRO

Miki Milovanovic — METRO
Rhonda Boyer - METRO

Greg Rhodes — METRO

Scott Barker — METRO

Cyndi Robinson — METRO

Dave McBrayer — PBQ&D

Janet Kennison — Carter & Burgess

January 15, 2004 North Corridor
Coalition

Ivan DuPont — North Corridor Coalition

Gary Montgomery - North Corridor Coalition
Jake Drake — Greater Greenspoint Management
District

Tina Araujo - North Corridor Coalition

Kathy Guenther — Harris County Pct. 4

Barry Carpenter — Montgomery County Chamber
of Commerce

Steve Low — 1960 Sun

Herbert Lum — HCTRA

Rob Maxwell — HNTB

Greg Rhodes — METRO

Mike Tello — TxDOT

J. Kent Marsh — C-B Team

Janet Kennison — Carter Burgess

The purpose of the meeting was to give a
status report and discuss the activity on the
North Hardy Corridor.
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Date Group

Attendees

Meeting Purpose

February 5, 2004
2 Commissioner
Sylvia Garcia

Harris County Pct.

Commissioner Garcia, Pct. 2

Mr. Morales — METRO Board Member
John Sedlak — METRO

Cyndi Robinson — METRO

Doug Williams — Hardy Place Developers
Patti Joiner — C-B Team

Sue Darcy — C-B Team

Janet Kennison — Carter-Burgess

Doug Williams discussed the creation of the
newly formed Tax Increment Reinvestment
Zone around the Hardy Place Development
and how it would impact the IH-45 Corridor.

North Corridor
Coalition

February 17, 2004

Kathy Guenter, Harris County Pct. 4

Pam Rocchi, Harris County Pct. 4

Cyndi Robinson, METRO

Rob Maxwell, HNTB

Tina Araujo, Araujo Consulting

Barry Carpenter, Montgomery County Chamber
Ivan Du Pont, Woodland Heights

Mike Catrett, Lindale Park

Joe Wozny, Cy-Fair Chamber

Gary Montgomery, Montgomery County Chamber
Bart Barker

Steve Love

Paula Lense

Herbert Lum, HCRTA

Jack Drake, Greater Greenspoint Management
District

Sally Bradford

Crystal Stafford

Janet Kennison — Carter & Burgess

Janet Kennison and Cyndi Robinson gave an
update on the METRO Solutions Plan and the
North Corridor. Ms. Kennison walked the
committee through the Locally Preferred
Investment Strategy for the North Corridor and
answered questions.

February 25, 2004 Northline Mall

Rebecca Victor — Northline Mall Manager
Shirley Taliaferro - METRO

Cyndi Robinson - METRO

Janet Kennison - Carter & Burgess

The purpose of the meeting was to inform
Northline Mall of METRO's plans on the LRT
extension in the North Corridor to Northline
Mall.
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Date Group

Attendees

Meeting Purpose

February 25, 2004 Telephone

Conversation

Fernando Cisneros
Janet Kennison — Carter Burgess

Mr. Cisneros discussed his concerns and
opposition to having LRT on Irvington north of
Cavalcade to IH-610 and beyond. Janet
Kennison noted that the referenced alternative
had been considered during the Alternatives
Analysis, but was eliminated as an option.

March 3, 2004 Council Member
Garcia/Community

CIP Meeting

District H CIP Meeting

The purpose of the meeting was to discuss
City projects taking place in District H. As part
of the meeting Janet Kennison gave a status
report on the North-Hardy Corridor study and
the DEIS process.

Texas Historical
Commission

March 8, 2004

Rhonda Boyer, Manager of Environmental
Planning, METRO

Jeffrey Harris, Preservation Consultant, Houston,
Field Office, Texas Historical Commission

G. Randle Pace, Historical Preservation Officer,
City of Houston

B. Scott Barker, Lead Transit Planner, METRO
Greg Rhodes, Senior Project Manager, METRO
Edmund J. Petry, AICP, Senior Environmental
Planner, METRO

Roben L. Armstrong, Environmental Planner II,
METRO

Dennis Henderson, AICP, Senior Planning
Manager, Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas
Amy Groover Streelman, Historian, Janus
Research

Sue Moss, Sue Winton Moss, Consulting
Historian

Orion Knox, Architect, Sue Winton Moss

The purpose of the meeting was to initiate
coordination with the Texas Historical
Commission on historical cultural resources as
they relate to the North-Hardy Corridor.
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Date

Group

Attendees

Meeting Purpose

March 8, 2004

City of Houston
and Main Street
Coalition

Eric Laube — City of Houston

Guy Hagstette — Downtown Management District

Doug Williams — Hardy Place Developers
Kelley Parker — Cushman & Wakefield
Aaron Tuley — Buffalo Bayou Partnership
Ed Reyes — Super Neighborhood Council
Peter Brown — Main Street Coalition

Ed Wulfe — Main Street Coalition

Chris McCall — University of Houston Downtown

David Cook — Cushman & Wakefield,
Representative of Olajawon's property
Cyndi Robinson — METRO

Steve Bonzak - METRO

Janet Kennison — Carter-Burgess

Intermodal Terminal discussion and the
possibility of conducting a feasibility study.

March 16, 2004

Near Northside

Cyndi Robinson — METRO

Briefing on the North-Corridor DEIS.

B.O.N.D. Gene Goins — B.O.N.D.
Janet Kennison — Carter-Burgess
March 27, 2004 H-GAC Rhonda Boyer - METRO Discussion on the Regional Transportation

Scott Barker - METRO

Alan Clark - H-GAC

Cyndi Robinson - METRO
Ted von Briesen - PB

Sandy Wesch-Schulze - C&B
Shelley Withworth - H-GAC

Plan.

March 29, 2004

Silverdale Civic
Club

Mike Tello — President Silverdale Civic Club
Marcia Olivares — Silverdale Civic Club
Cyndi Robinson — METRO

Art Murillo - METRO

Janet Kennison — Carter-Burgess

The purpose of the meeting was to discuss
the potential of using Fulton Street between
the Fulton/Irvington split and Cavalcade for
the LRT.

March 30, 2004

Near Northside
Business Owners

Cyndi Robinson - METRO

Janet Kennison — Carter-Burgess
Council Member Adrian Garcia
Sign-in sheet

METRO staff and consultant met with
approximately 41business owners from along
Boundary and Irvington regarding the
alignment.
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Date Group Attendees Meeting Purpose

March 31, 2004 Main Street David Wolff — Chairman, METRO Board The purpose of the meeting was to discuss
Coalition and John Sedlak — Vice President, METRO the ongoing efforts to initiate an Intermodal
Hardy Place Miki Milovanovic — METRO Terminal Feasibility Study.
Developers Steve Bonzok - METRO

Doug Williams — Hardy Place Developers
Peter Brown — Main Street Coalition

Ed Wulfe — Main Street Coalition

Janet Kennison — Carter-Burgess

March 31, 2004

Elected Official

State Representative Jessica Farrar
Cyndi Robinson - METRO
Scott Barker - METRO

The purpose of the meeting was to allow
METRO staff to brief Representative Farrar on
the federal process METRO is currently
undergoing on the North Corridor transit
alignment.

April 6, 2004 Elected Official Houston City Council Member Mark Ellis The purpose of the meeting was to brief
Cyndi Robinson - METRO Council Member Ellis on the progress of the
North and Southeast Corridors DEIS.
April 7, 2004 Elected Official Houston City Council Member Ron Green The purpose of the meeting was to brief
Cyndi Robinson- METRO Council Member Green on the progress of the
North and Southeast Corridors DEIS.
April 15, 2004 METRO Board Carmen Orta — METRO Board Member The purpose of the meeting was to show Ms.
Member Cyndi Robinson — METRO Orta the proposed route for the transit
alignment and discuss concerns and issues
Ms. Orta may have.
April 16, 2004 University of T. Chaney Anderson - University of Houston The purpose of the meeting was to brief the
Houston — Downtown University officials on the status of the
Downtown Chris McCall — University of Houston Downtown METROREail North extension.
Cyndi Robinson — METRO
Janet Kennison — Carter-Burgess
April 22, 2004 METRO Board Jackie Freeman — Harris County/METRO Board The purpose of the meeting was to discuss

Member and Hardy
Place Developers

Steve Bonzok - METRO

Doug Williams — Hardy Place Developers
Patti Joiner — C-B Team

John Holzwarth — Carter-Burgess

Janet Kennison — Carter-Burgess

the development associated with the newly
created Tax Increment Reinvestment Zone
and the possible extension of San Jacinto
north to connect to Fulton Street (through the
Hardy Place development).
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Date Group Attendees Meeting Purpose
May 17, 2004 North Corridor Cyndi Robinson — METRO METRO staff and consultants met with a small
Coalition Sub- Mike Tello — TxDOT group of North Corridor Coalition Steering
Committee Rob Maxwell - HNTB Committee members to update them on the
Gary Montgomery — Montgomery County status of the North Corridor DEIS.

Chamber of Commerce
Bart Barker
Jack Drake, Greater Greenspoint Management

District
Janet Kennison — Carter-Burgess
May 18, 2004 North Corridor Gary Montgomery - North Corridor Coalition METRO'’s consultant briefed the North
Coalition Sub- Chairman Corridor Coalition Steering Committee on the
Committee Jack Drake — Greater Greenspoint Management =~ METRORail North extension DEIS.
District

Robert Gallegos - County Commissioner Sylvia
Garcia's Office

Representative from City Council Member Adrian
Garcia's Office

Tina Araujo - Araujo Consulting

Joe Wozny — Cy-Fair Chamber

Jack Searcy — NW Chamber

Ervin Baumeyer — Greater Greenspoint Chamber
Anthony Tangwa — City of Houston

Kathy Guenther Harris County Pct. 4

Herbert Lum - HCTRA

Rob Maxwell - HNTB

Art Murillo - METRO

Stella Gustavson — C-B Team

Janet Kennison — Carter-Burgess

Gary Montgomery, Montgomery County Chamber
of Commerce

June 3, 2004 IAH Master Plan Members of the IAH Master Plan Committee The purpose of the meeting was to solicit input
Committee Cyndi Robinson — METRO on the IAH Master Plan.
Janet Kennison — Carter-Burgess
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Date Group Attendees Meeting Purpose

June 9, 2004 Elected Officials Drexel Turner- State Representative Jessica The findings from the highway analysis were
Farrar’s office presented and discussed.
Mike Tello — TxDOT
Janet Kennison — Carter Burgess

June 9, 2004 Elected Officials Houston City Council Member Adrian Garcia The findings from the highway analysis were

Mike Tello — TxDOT
Janet Kennison — Carter Burgess

presented and discussed.

June 28, 2004

Telephone
Conversation

Stacy Perry
Janet Kennison — Carter Burgess

Ms. Perry wanted to know when METRO
would make a decision on Option A vs. Option
B for the North Corridor LRT. 1 told her it
would likely be after the public hearing in
November 2004. She is concerned about the
property just north of the UPRR and west of
North Main. Ms. Perry stated that she
represents the owner.
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Date Group Attendees Meeting Purpose
July 20, 2004 North Corridor Gary Montgomery - North Corridor Coalition The purpose of the meeting was to introduce
Coalition Chairman METRO Board Chairman David Wolff and

Jack Drake — Greater Greenspoint Management
District

Frank Wilson — METRO President and CEO
John Sedlak — METRO Executive Vice President
Tom Jasien — METRO Senior Director
Representative from State Representative
Jessica Farrar's Office

Representative from County Commissioner Sylvia
Garcia's Office

Representative from City Council Member Adrian
Garcia's Office

Representative of the Aldine Improvement District
Tina Araujo - Araujo Consulting

Joe Wozny — Cy-Fair Chamber

Barry Carpenter — S. Montgomery County/The
Woodlands Chamber

David Crosley — Gulf Coast Institute

Jack Searcy — NW Chamber

Mike Catrett — Near Northside Neighborhoods
Ervin Baumeyer — Greater Greenspoint Chamber
Rebecca Victor — Northline Mall

Barry Kline

Anthony Tangwa — City of Houston

Pam Rocchi — Harris County Pct. 4

Kathy Guenther Harris County Pct. 4

Barry Carpenter — Montgomery County Chamber
of Commerce

Rob Maxwell — HNTB

Lucus Wall — Houston Chronicle

Stella Gustavson — C-B Team

Roy Hearnsberger — Carter-Burgess

Janet Kennison — Carter-Burgess

METRO'’s President and CEO Frank Wilson.
Upon being introduced Mr. Wilson provided an
update on the progress of METRO Solutions.
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Date Group

Attendees

Meeting Purpose

July 6, 2004 Elected Officials

State Representative Garnet Coleman
Mike Tello — TxDOT
Janet Kennison — Carter Burgess

The findings from the highway analysis were
presented and discussed.

September 3, 2004  North Lindale Civic
Association

Gloria Garza — President

Moses Villalpando

Member of North Lindale Civic Club
Representatives of Harris County Department of
Education

Cyndi Robinson - METRO

Janet Kennison — Carter & Burgess

The purpose of the meeting was to brief
attendees on the history and status of the
North Corridor DEIS.

September 21, 2004 North Corridor
Coalition

Gary Montgomery - North Corridor Coalition
Chairman

Jack Drake — Greater Greenspoint Management
District

Representative from County Commissioner Sylvia
Garcia's Office

Representative from Congressman Gene Green's
Office

Carol Lewis — TSU and Mayor White's Office
Mike Tello - TXDOT

Bill Peterson — METRO

Tina Araujo - Araujo Consulting

Joe Wozny — Cy-Fair Chamber

Jack Searcy — NW Chamber

Mike Catrett — Near Northside Neighborhoods
Anthony Tangwa — City of Houston

Pam Rocchi — Harris County Pct. 4

Kathy Guenther Harris County Pct. 4

Ellen Lapointe — Continental Airlines

Stella Gustavson — C-B Team

Bart Barker - Greater Greenspoint Management
District

Reporter — 1960 Sun

Janet Kennison — Carter-Burgess

Dr. Lewis spoke to the group about the
relationship between land use and
transportation.
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Date Group

Attendees

Meeting Purpose

September 30, 2004 Northline Mall

Stephen McParkland — Berenson Associates, Inc.
Eugene O'Brien — Berenson Associates, Inc.

Eli Rubenstein — Goulston & Storis

Rebecca Victor — Northline Mall Manager

Rhia Miller - METRO Real Estate

Cyndi Robinson - METRO

Janet Kennison - Carter & Burgess

The purpose of the meeting was to inform
Northline Mall of METRO'’s latest thinking on
the LRT extension in the North Corridor to
Northline Mall and to receive input from the
Mall owners.

October 12, 2004 IAH Master Plan
Committee

IAH Master Plan Committee
Cyndi Robinson — METRO
Janet Kennison — Carter Burgess

The purpose of the meeting was to solicit input
on the IAH Master Plan.

October 19, 2004 North Corridor
Coalition

Gary Montgomery - North Corridor Coalition
Chairman

Jack Drake — Greater Greenspoint Management
District

Representative from County Commissioner Sylvia
Garcia's Office

Representative from Congressman Gene Green's
Office

Mike Tello - TXDOT

David Crosley — Gulf Coast Institute

Tina Araujo - Araujo Consulting

Joe Wozny — Cy-Fair Chamber

Mike Catrett — Near Northside Neighborhoods
Anthony Tangwa — City of Houston

Kathy Guenther Harris County Pct. 4

Richard Johnson — C-B Team

Bart Barker - Greater Greenspoint Management
District

Cyndi Robinson — METRO

Janet Kennison — Carter-Burgess

The purpose of the meting was to present the
findings of the IH-45 Highway Alternative
Analysis.
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Date

Group

Attendees

Meeting Purpose

October 19, 2004

North Lindale Civic
Association/
Northside/Northline
Super
Neighborhood
Council

Gloria Garza — President North Lindale

Paula Parshall — President Northside/Northline
Super Neighborhood Council

Council Member Adrian Garcia

Able Garza — Senator Gallegos' Office

Moses Villalpando

Brad Bailey — HISD

Rebecca Mir - HISD

Member of North Lindale Civic Club

Raymond Garcia - Harris County Department of
Education

George DeMontrond — METRO Board Member
Cyndi Robinson - METRO

Janet Kennison — Carter & Burgess

The purpose of the meeting was to review the
history of the North Corridor LRT project
development including a description of the
LPIS and the DEIS. Members of the audience
expressed there issues and concerns
regarding various issues.

November 16, 2004

North Corridor
Coalition

Gary Montgomery - North Corridor Coalition
Chairman

Jack Drake — Greater Greenspoint Management
District

Representative from County Commissioner Sylvia
Garcia's Office

David Crossley — Gulf Coast Institute

Jim Weston — Woodland Heights Civic
Association

Ken Lindow - Woodland Heights Civic
Association

Ervin Baumeyer — Greater Greenspoint Chamber
Tina Araujo - Araujo Consulting

Mike Catrett — Near Northside Neighborhoods
Kathy Guenther Harris County Pct. 4

Richard Johnson — C-B Team

Bart Barker - Greater Greenspoint Management
District

Art Murillo - METRO

Cyndi Robinson — METRO

Janet Kennison — Carter-Burgess

The purpose of the meeting was to allow
David Crossley to give a presentation on
emerging transit zones. After Mr. Crossley’s
presentation Jack Drake led a discussion on
METRO'’s Advanced Technology Forum.
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Date

Group

Attendees

Meeting Purpose

February 9, 2005

Woodland Heights
Civic Association

Members

Pat Henry — TxDOT

Michael Tello - TXDOT

Janet Kennison — Carter Burgess

Presented highway findings.

March 17, 2005

Northside
Management
District

Board Members
Pat Henry — TxDOT
Janet Kennison — Carter-Burgess

Presented highway findings.

April 2, 2005

State
Representative
Jessica Farrar

Representative Jessica Farrar
Janet Kennison

Presented highway findings.
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7.4 Communications

7.4.1 Newsletters and Meeting Notices

Throughout the Planning Studies, stakeholders within the corridor were kept well informed.
Three general newsletters were prepared. The newsletters were distributed to the various
stakeholders at meetings and through direct mail. The direct mailing list included over 2,800
individuals and interested citizens. By providing newsletters during major phases of the
Planning Studies, information was provided to a broad audience about the status of the studies
and dates of upcoming meetings. They helped to elevate the discussions and importance of
regional mobility. Three postcards/meeting notices were also used to provide notice about
public meetings through direct mail to the mailing list. These flyers supplemented the Public
Notices in the newspaper advertisements. Copies of the three newsletters and two flyers may
be found in the Transit Component of the Alternative Analysis Report. Copies of Flyers #3 and
#4 are in the DEIS. A copy of the Flyer #5 can be found in Appendix I. Exhibit 62 outlines the
formal communications provided on the North-Hardy Planning Studies.

Exhibit 62: Summary of Formal Communications

Communication Purpose Date

Flyer #1 Announce Public Scoping Meetings Winter 2002

Newsletter #1 Describe Long List of Alternatives Spring 2002

Newsletter #2 Describe Short List of Alternatives Fall 2002

Flyer #2 Announce Meeting for Preliminary Transit Winter 2003
Findings

Newsletter #3 Describe Preliminary Transit Findings Spring 2003

Flyer #3 Describe Light Rail Alignment and Environmental Winter 2004
Process

Flyer #4 Describe Technical and Environmental Evaluation Spring 2004
of Light Rail Alignments and Options

Flyer #5 Announce Meetings for Preliminary Highway Fall 2004

Findings North of Buffalo Bayou

7.4.2 Web Site

The North-Hardy Study team hosted a website to enhance communication for stakeholders.
The website met METRO’s technology and graphic requirements, and served as an additional
method of communication for the Studies. The web site for the North-Hardy Planning Studies,
North-Hardy.org, was initiated in January 2002 coincidentally with initiation of the Scoping
process. The site has received major updates as discrete phases of work were completed.
Major updates were accomplished as follows:

e February/March 2002
e May 2002

e August 2002

e October 2002

e January 2003

e April/May 2003
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e July/August 2003
o February 2004
o March/April 2004
e July 2004
o September 2004
e October/November 2004
e December 2004
The website was used as a tool for communicating substantive facts regarding the following:

e Status of the Planning Studies

Location map, issues and approach

Schedule of upcoming public meetings

Alternatives under consideration

Study findings

Interactive uses for the website included information requests, submittal of inquiries or
comments and requests to be added to the mailing list. Base map pop-up and locator modes
were used to make the website more appealing, accessible and informative.

7.4.3 Presentation Graphics and Handouts

Presentation graphics in the form of display boards and PowerPoint presentations were
developed and used for all of the major stakeholder meetings and the public meetings. In many
cases these presentation graphics were used at the small group and one-on-one meetings.
Hard copies of PowerPoint presentations were made available at most of the outreach
meetings. An inventory of all presentation graphics may be found in Appendix I.

7.4.4 Newspaper Advertisements

Notices for public meetings were published in the Houston Chronicle, the Houston Community
Newspaper, La Voz, and Semana by METRO. The text and layout for these ads may be found
in Appendix I.

7.4.5 Comments Database

The North-Hardy Planning Studies team worked closely with METRO and its General Planning
Consultant (GPC) in developing the architecture for the comments database. This database
facilitated the assembly, review, analysis and maintenance of input received from stakeholders.
A hard copy of the comments database may be found in the Transit Component of the
Alternative Analysis Report.

7.5 Summary of Community Input

Community participation throughout the process was significant. Feedback was received from
elected officials, community and business leaders, civic associations and individual residents.

The public appreciated that TXDOT, METRO and H-GAC worked in tandem on the analysis to
generate both transit and highway alternatives.
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The project received comments from a vast body of diverse interests and people. The largest
constituencies that contributed comments to the project were from the Inner-Corridor and Mid-
Corridor areas. Comments from the Inner-Corridor residents conveyed concerns about staying
within the existing right-of-way, noise, neighborhood preservation, minimizing residential
displacement and the preservation of historical and cultural centers. Comments received from
this group did not indicate strong support for any enhancements to IH-45 or the corresponding
right-of-way from Downtown to Loop 610. Instead, the community favored the use of transit,
and extension of the light rail transit line through an interior street within the neighborhood
thereby providing local service. Comments reflective of the Mid-Corridor indicate support for the
expansion of IH-45 from Cavalcade to Beltway 8 in order to meet future capacity demands and
to improve the image of their neighborhood. In various community meetings, residents from the
Mid Corridor expressed that the expansion of IH-45 was an opportunity to remove blight from
the frontage roads and improve and enhance right-of-ways. All comments received on the
highway component of the Alternative Analysis are included in Appendix I. Copies of additional
comments can be found in the Transit AA and DEIS documents.
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8.0 Study Findings

8.1 Summary of Findings

The short list of six Highway Build Alternatives was evaluated using the following criteria, as
established at the beginning of the Alternatives Analysis:

e Mobility Improvements/Demand Potential
o Conceptual Capital Cost

¢ Regional Connectivity

o Ease of Implementation

e Environmental Impacts

¢ Community Impacts

Based on the analysis, Highway Build Alternative 2 received the highest overall ranking, as
summarized in Exhibit 63. In terms of mobility impacts, the future travel demand is projected to
result in V/C ratios slightly better than current conditions and much better than the No-Build
alternative. Vehicle hours of delay is a measure that was used for analysis of both the mobility
and regional connectivity criteria. For Build Alternative 2, vehicle hours of delay is project to
increase to 131,011 which is an increase over current conditions, but an improvement over the
No-Build alternative, and it is better than three of the five other Build Alternatives. The relative
capital costs are next to the lowest with respect to the other alternatives. The ease of
implementation scored highest for this alternative since it includes the addition of managed
lanes which incorporates a funding mechanism, whereas none of the other Build Alternatives
provide a funding mechanism.

In terms of both environmental and community impacts, for the criteria that could be evaluated
at this time, all of the Build Alternatives received the same score. Further consideration and
more detailed analysis of the environmental and community impacts will be conducted during
schematic design and the environmental review process which is expected to begin following
completion of the planning phase.
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Exhibit 63: Evaluation of Highway Build Alternatives

Build Build Build Build Build Build

No Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative
Criteria Build 1 2 3 4 5 6
Mobility F C B A A D D
Impacts
Conceptual n/a F B F D C A
Capital Cost
Regional F C B A A D D
Connectivity
Ease of n/a D B D D D D
Implementation
Environmental B C C C C C C
& Community
Impacts
Final Grade D D+ B- C C+ D+ C-
Ranking 7 5 1 3 2 5 4

8.2 Draft Recommended Highway Alternative

Highway Build Alternative 2 is the Draft Recommended Highway Alternative, which is described
as follows:

¢ From Downtown to Beltway 8 — 12-lane cross section — eight general purpose lanes and
four managed lanes

e From Beltway 8 to FM 1960 — 12-lane cross section — 10 general purpose lanes and two
HOV lanes

e From FM 1960 to SH 242 — 10 lane cross section — 8 general purpose lanes and two
HOV lanes

The Draft Recommended Highway Alternative maximizes future mobility in the following ways:
¢ Provides ability to mange future roadway capacity.
¢ Commitment to maintain LOS C on managed lanes.
o Provides facility for METRO to operate two-way express bus service on IH-45.

In October 2004, this Draft Recommended Alternative was presented to the public.
Subsequently, significant concern from Inner-Corridor residents has been expressed about
potential right-of-way impacts that may result from the Draft Recommended Alternative. As a
result the Draft Recommended Alternative has been modified as follows:

e From Downtown to Beltway 8 — add four managed lanes to the IH45/Hardy Toll Road
corridor

e From Beltway 8 to terminus of Hardy Toll Road — add two HOV/HOT lanes to
IH45/Hardy Toll Road corridor

e From terminus of Hardy Toll Road to SH 242 — add two HOV/HOT lanes to IH 45

129



North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

e From Downtown to FM 1960 — remove existing one-way reversible HOV lane

During the schematic development phase, a determination will be made where the managed
lane capacity will be constructed — on IH 45 or Hardy Toll Road or split between the facilities.
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9.0 Next Steps

Upon completion of the North-Hardy Planning Studies, TxDOT will begin the preliminary design
and environmental document preparation phase for this project. It is the goal of TXDOT to
remain within the existing right-of-way of IH 45 as improvements to this congested freeway
corridor are designed and developed. The existing right-of-way south of IH 610 is limited and
multiple design options will need to be explored to remain within the existing right-of-way.
Design options could include: reduced shoulder width requirements; reduced or eliminated
frontage roads; cantilevered frontage roads, elevated roadway sections, and other creative
engineering techniques. These options along with the feasibility to add capacity to the Hardy
Toll Road will be thoroughly explored during preliminary engineering and preparation of the
environmental document for this project. During the next two to three years when the
preliminary design and environmental analysis are undertaken, the community will be
encouraged to collaborate with TXDOT do develop the best project for the North-Hardy travel
corridor.

Exhibit 64 depicts a potential configuration of the Draft Recommended Highway Alternative on
IH 45 at North Main Street.
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Exhibit 64: IH 45 @ North Main Conceptual Section
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North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING

THE TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (TXDOT) WILL CONDUCT PUBLIC
MEETINGS REGARDING POTENTIAL IMPROVEMENTS TO IH 45 (NORTH FREEWAY). THE
PURPOSE OF THESE MEETINGS IS TO REVIEW THE RESULTS OF THE HIGHWAY
ANALYSIS FOR THE NORTH-HARDY CORRIDOR. THE MEETINGS WILL BE HELD AT DAVIS
HIGH SCHOOL, COMMONS AREA, 1101 QUITMAN, TUESDAY, OCTOBER 26, 2004, FROM
6:00PM — 8:00 PM AND GREENSPOINT MALL, COMMUNITY ROOM, 12300 NORTH
FREEWAY, THURSDAY, OCTOBER 28, 2004, FROM 6:00PM — 8:00 PM.

THE MEETINGS WILL BE HELD IN ACCESSIBLE LOCATIONS FOR PERSONS WITH
DISABILITIES AND WILL BE CONDUCTED IN ENGLISH. PERSONS WITH SPECIAL
COMMUNICATION OR PHYSICAL ACCOMMODATION NEEDS SHOULD CONTACT TXDOT'S
PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICE AT 713/802-5072 AT LEAST TWO WORKING DAYS PRIOR TO
THE MEETINGS. REASONABLE ACCOMMODATIONS WILL BE MADE TO MEET THESE
NEEDS. ALL INTERESTED CITIZENS ARE INVITED TO ATTEND EITHER OF THESE
IDENTICAL OPEN HOUSE SESSIONS.
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Flyer
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Phato by David Bray fholography

Highway Analysis

Results for IH-45

Make your voice heard! www.north-hardy.org

Resultados del Analisis
de Autopista para IH-45

jHaga que su voz se escuche! www.north-hardy.org




North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

Highway Analysis
Results for IH-45

You are imited to attend either of
these fdentical apen houwe seqsiong
where T=DOT staff and consultants will
describe the results of the highway
analysis for the North-Hardy Corridor.
Comiultants amd TxDOT stafl will ke
available to hear your concerns and
respead Lo your guestions,

These meetings will be held in accessi-
ble  iocations  for  persons  with
disabiities and will be conducted in
English, Persons with special communi-
cation or physical accommodation
needs should contact TaDOT's Public
Affairs office at T13.807.5072 at least
twir warking days prior to these meet-
ings. Ressonable accommodations will
be made to meet these needs.

October 26, 2004
6:00 - 8:00 p.m.
Davis High School
Commans Area

1101 Quitman

Fram (Qrirsmn, Foem fefl anto Tackabérry
Farking iod &5 on rghi-fiond sae, Daler Duroggh
M ntrosoe. Thie Coaveons [s odfooi 1o the
Cifrhavio a5 Lhe Aighr. fund Zide

October 28, 2004
6:00 - B:00 p.m.
Greenspoint Mall
Community Room
12300 Morth Freeway

Enger che mall e "Exiipae” slg aff Greenanalng
frive, Proceed pood fond st

Carfers Bm ’E?'ﬂ; Dapanmest af Transpansiian

Publicas
Resultados del Analisis
de Autopista para IH-45

Usted estd imvitade a asistir a
cuslguiera de estas dos sesiones idénti-
cas, on las cuales e persanal de TeBOT
v sus consultores describiran los resul-
tados del analisis de autopista para &
corredor Hardy Morte. Los corsultores
¥y el personal de TuDOT estarén
disponibles para esouchar sus ingui-
elntes y oomlestar SUs preguntis,

Estas reuniongs se Uevaran a cabo en
inglés v en locales accesibles para per-
sonas con discapacidades. Las personac
que requieTEn Brreglos especiales de
tipo fisico o de conmumicacian deben
contactar a la oficina de asuntos pobli-
cos de TeDOT al 7135,.502,5072 &l menos
dae  dias laborables previo a las
reuntones,  Se haran arregles razon-
ables para satisfacer estas necesidades.

26 de octubre de 2004
6:00 - 8:00 p.m.

Davis High Schood

Area Comin

1101 Guitman

NI AT, 0 0 T Al ohT 8 Rk
ry. El lote de seocionomientoy s=d @ (o0 mano
dereche.  Enbrar por | entrodo princionl, B
A CoAmds eatd sondigue o b enfererla, @
o derecin.

18 de octubre de 2004
6:00 - 8:00 p.m.

Saldn de la Comunidad

de Greenspoint Mall

12300 Morth Freeway

Endre ol cemiro comercinl por el fetrers de
“EFolipee™ desde Greonspaint Drive. Srocede hocio
#l fonde, deipuds O 08 PUeTas obr s

16, @

Houston, T 772081479
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Highway Public Meeting
October 26, 2004
Jeff Davis High School

Sign-in Sheets
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FPublic ieeting Sign-

for North-Hardy IH 45

it oheeis

Jctober 26, 2004, from 6:00 pm to 8;00 pm

Davis High School

1101 Quitman, Houston, Texas 77009

North-Hardy Corridor:

Highway Alternatives Analysis

MName

Mailing Address

City

Zip
Code

Your Interest in this
Project

How did you hear
about this meeting
- newspaper, direct
mailing, website,
other?
{Please specify)
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A0O0\ \\uw>mq Qu:

\lrw-mxu 17005 |
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Business and/or Property Ownar
O WorliLive Along the Corridor
O Intgrested Parly

Thomas Ml oits

o

ter T
y vt

ZIR_Mein St Sutr

m-.d-:m

(o Hewst

it 7 etred

Are you a:

O Business and/or Property Owner
O Work/Live Aleng the Ceorridor
G’ Interesied Parly

[ !’a{ [

LA v:‘r

\J Al b

462 @DL?-M{ St

/ o "?ﬁ]\

77007

Are you a:

0O Business andfor Propedy Owner
O WorlkiLive Along the Corridar

0 Interested Party

halles R

jof Lypss fie
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Ara you a;

0 Business andfor Propery Ownar
O Wark/Live Along the Corridor

0O Interesied Party
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/107 L5 CF7 Sy

-7 ('7:’-1']

Are you a:

oL Business and/or Property Owner
0 Worl/Live Along the Corrider

0 Interested Party

xf?‘ﬁ'r*"f

Priyge Yoone

945 Mciineg mp
Froosied C:"l):‘ “ﬂj

oo

Are you &

0O Business and/or Propery Cwner
- WorkfLive Aleng the Corrdor

O Interested Pary
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O-"Interesied Parly

o A
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2ublic Meeting Sign-in Sheets

or North-Hardy IH 45

Jctober 26, 2004, from 6:00 pm to 8:00 pm

Javis High School

101 Quitman, Houston, Texas 77009

North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

Ly’ of Transportation

Name

Mailing Address

City

Zip
Code

Your Interest in this
Project

How did vou hear |
about this meeting
— newspaper, direct
mailing, website,
other?
(Please specify)

7. A Vr/-rf.t?ut;_l

N 2423
TRk B BE 2R

fj\ms s

77007

Ara you a:

. Business andfor Property Owner
0O Work/Live Along the Comridar
O Interested Party
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Ara you a:

o Business and/or Properiy Ownar
o Work/Live Aleng the Corridor

O Interested Parly
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Are you a:

e Business andfor Property Owner
& Work/Live Along the Cormridor
- Interested Party
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Are you a:
Business and/or Property Owner
Wenki/Live Along the Comridor

3 Interested Party
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Are you a:

O Business andfor Property Owner
&~ Wark/Live Along the Corrider

O Interested Party
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@E—Business and/or Proparty Owner
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O Interested Party
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Business andfor Properly Owner
O Work/Live Along the Carridor
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O Businass andf/or Property Owner
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North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

Public Meeting Sign-in Sheets g
for North-Hardy IH 45

October 26, 2004, from 6:00 pm to 8:00 pm Texas
Drepartment
of Transpaoriation

Davis High School

1101 Quitman, Houston, Texas 77009
How did you hear
about this meeting

— newspaper, direct
mailing, website,

Zip Your Interest in this other?
) Name Mailing Address City Code Project (Please specify)
A a:
° 1‘Er."?.ll;nn:&ss; andfor Properly Owner
; o ) I, . - . Wori/Live Along the Cormridor N
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f,.. . 0 Business and/or Propery Owner
j , O Work/Live Along the Corridor

MM e &&/Jﬁ? )i f-ﬁﬂﬂm’ﬁ? 7 Z?flf\ O interasted Party

. ) Are you a:

O Businass and/or Propery Owner

Ha = @’ WorkiLive Along the Cerrider
i “Siok L DD? O Interested Party
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= Interested Parly
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. : — O WaorkiLive Along the Corridor
oo G:{N; S¥ Wi tom X 7 7 00T | o Interestad Parly
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J
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Fublic Mieeuny Siyn-in Sneeis

for North-Hardy 1H 45

October 26, 2004, from 6:00 pm to 8:00 pm

Davis High School

1101 Quitman, Houston, Texas 77009

North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

»

¥ Toxas
Department

f Trangpnrlalmn

g,

How dtd you hear
about this meeting
— newspaper, direct

mailing, website,

Zip Your Interest in this other?
Name Mailing Address City Code Project (Please specify)
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o Inlerested Party

h\}ﬁ{,;..f’/u

L/fmlﬁwaq@ Loy,

Ve (ter

41} ek

737

ﬂ/:: srlir(}ess Tldfur F:upgrlylt?wner 7:_ /
t
Gtar'.:ﬁ Fnn Zu-ﬂ:d.ﬁ__ N Freeme, II ?‘Dtm‘](b,-, 17009 O Inierested Pary “ =
- (Aoay v Are you a;

0 Business and/or Property Cwner
L=~ WorkiLive Along the Corridor
0  Inerested Parly

e
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T oo DD A

Are you a:
O Business andfor Property Owner
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77008

2" = B Work/Live Along the Corridor
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Are you a: ' o
O Business andfor Property Owner L"“-‘;Pq{f e K

2 WorldLive Along the Coridor

O  [Interested Party
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Public Meeting Sign-in Sheets

for North-Hardy 1H 45

October 26, 2004, from 6:00 pm ta 8:00 pm

Davis High School

1101 Quitman, Houston, Texas 77009

North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

Name

Mailing Address

City

Zip
Code

Your Interest in this
Project

How did you hear
about this meeting
— newspaper, direct

mailing, website,

other?
(Please speciiy)
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0 Business and/or Property Owner
& WorkiLive Along the Carridor
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&g iInterested Parly

' . ' e & Work/Live Along the Gerrldor
‘}' ¢ 5/ M‘-ﬂ-—r‘"( ijf“ /o v E interested F'artz? L
— S I8 you a: -
17 TEN [ '-‘I-T‘H S’O_D L Q }E.Iusineas and/or Property Owner
‘ |i WJ "'f' ?0(}2_ O Work/Live Along the Corridor

P\HCHEL_DVE‘RETEKT

How Geenarl

.-.? pee (i

Are you a:

= Business andfor Property Owner
JB~ Work/Live Along the Corridor
¥ Interasted Party

LATCTE &
,’I/r;'-;-‘t-'.lehf-‘ ‘ﬂﬁ[@“

'l

Ao O*émﬁﬂ?

7 Ner 'H--.p St G L

T

Are you a:

[x” Business andlor Property Owner
O Waork/Live Along the Corridor
O Interested Party

s " '-'T‘L--*"’ / r:; - !'r'l:f-’v

Mevre. fatvcn

04 Ao lclewia Sk

00

Are you a;

O Business andfor Property Cwner
& Werk/Live Along the Comidar

0 Interested Party
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Pubiic Meeting Sign-in Sheeis

for North-Hardy IH 45

Cctober 28, 2004, from 6;00 pm to 8:00 pm
Davis High School

1101 Quitman, Houston, Texas 77009

North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

Bk of Transportatlen

Name Mailing Address

City

.

Zip
Code

Your Interest in this
Project

How did you hear
about this meeting
— newspaper, direct
mailing, website,
other?
(Please specify)
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Public Meeting Sign-

for North-Hardy IH 45

in Sheets

October 26, 2004, from 6:00 pm to 8:00 pm

Davis High School
1101 Quitman, Houston, Texas

77009

North-Hardy Corridor:

Highway Alternatives Analysis

=

Texas
Department

f Transportation

Name

Mailing Address

City

Zip
Code

Your Interest in this
Project

How did you hear
about this meeting
- newspaper, direct

mailing, website,

other?
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O Interesied Parly

Kole Degns

1312 Malrerr)

Howolgn

77007

Ara you a:

0. Business and/or Property Owner
Work/Live Along the Corridor

O Interested Parly

é@%kr,ﬁé;

Ld,u\{u..xfr M‘Zb /

1§39 W Groy Stes

ir

iHuu

T7014

Ara you a:

O Business andfor Properly Owner
O Woik/Live Along the Corridor

& interested Party

,(;J ). 344’"u

S7C Aee o7 Oaks

A

FReo(

Are you a:

Businass and/or Proparly Cwner
M Work/Live Along the Corridor
& Interesied Pany

i PN

€53 Boeth

EHewston

77009

Ara you a:

Business and/or Property Owner
E/Workae Along the Corridor
Q  Inlerested Party

Ged b,

‘jf”.bﬂ r' _ﬂjf Anﬂ

r’é“‘.ﬂr?_f{:jgy I‘»!r-.,.‘{‘ | Sﬁq-wijr{f

Ao oston

2R 20O

Are you a:

O Business and/or Property Owner
O Work/Live Along the Corridor

O Interested Parly

\/ge[al/l Z?v(ﬁ/@ﬁf

R SO g GZ; rr"Fﬂqr:r,f}

74-!/?917(}:\

7700p

Are you a

D/y usiness andlor Property Owner
WorkiLive Along the Corrider

0 Interested Party

RS ¢ G

Ui - Dotwid o
onE b ST

Howvisps

SRS

Are you a:
B Business and/or Properly Owner
O WoarkdLive Along the Corridor

0 Interested Party

ot

DRAFT April 29, 2005

14



North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

Public Vieeiing Sign-in siheels ﬂ
for North-Hardy IH 45 -

October 26, 2004, from 6.00 pm to 8:00 pm i

Davis High School

1101 Quitman, Houston, Texas 77009

¥ Texas
&7 Depariment
of Transportation

How did you hear
about this meeting
— newspaper, direct

mailing, website,

Zip Your Interest in this other?
Name Mailing Address City Code Project (Please specify)
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1
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North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

Public Meeting Sign-in Sheets
for North-Hardy IH 45

October 26, 2004, from 6:00 pm to 8:00 pm
Davis High School
1101 Quitman, Houston, Texas 77009

How did you hear
about this meeting
- newspaper, direct

mailing, website,

Zip Your Interest in this other?
Name Mailing Address City Code Project (Please specily)
' Are you a: - .
- 7o : Qo Busl ndlar P 0 s
(E’f?r?rf &ﬂ'&#’ ?75%’97} wuamrﬁ:aamﬁ; the Gotdor 7/‘#’:’{(/
! Interested Party 3
Mre you a:
;“J’ \ ﬂj—?ﬁ '—] 3 (o !g:;sineﬁs andfar Property Cwner
fa e i O Work/Live Along the Corrldor
mf.‘u: LD ﬁ-Uf’TlQﬂ'ﬁ'}\f IEZOW LHL:; iy Hwﬁ'cr\ \ X 0 Interpsted Party

Are you a:

O Interested Party
Are you a:

. . : m] ustmgs and/or Properly Owner
/U &m&mkﬁ <004 Chapra l&#mu?%@? o E‘ﬂ”‘"‘hﬁ"’é‘f et
Businass andfor Property Cwnar
7mﬂ %ﬂﬁeﬁcm 114 done. L 177004 8 Meaearany o

Are you a;
i Business and/or Property Owner

) & _Business and/or Properly Owner 1 3% Da £
&&’%‘Eﬂ‘-{ﬁ 995 ‘ij’“!Ct’ 5 Z“ '.4191_.,_ —2-" X &r” Work/Live Along the Corridor Nfﬂ = P “ {7
i

h

o

kil i i
o 0t P ) O Work/Live Along the Corridor
39-0'} 3 Geay qms Bt Res Heusden | 270 48 |Q Interested Parly ,
1 Are;é\oua: ndlor P o wo el of Aoy,

| : O Business andfor Property Owner | L0 e it

\J erry U\}OLJUK 2 §o7 G VEeenlore #m-, e~ 1704 d'|n WorkiLive Along the Corridor

@ Interested Party

Are yau a EJE:,
1 Business and/or Property Cwnar Al
1 P‘u\}(.,;l—wb o  WaorkiLive Aleng the Caorridar v <, _i,zE
w& A @1“%{? e @~ Interested Parly ' /.,{/‘ - :E/
~E & Are you a: s & AT
047/ ;; /7 2= o Q Business andlor Properly Owner | * a4
ey /fy /::’/ ?‘-"-:’%_f"f: _,_,z/ O ‘Work/Live Aleng the Corridor
Fg < v w—Thlerested Party
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Public iweeung sign
for North-Hardy IH 45

-in Sheeis

October 26, 2004, from 6:00 pm to 8:00 pm

Davis High School

1101 Quitman, Houston, Texas 77009

North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

W Texas
i Department
F of Tranaportation

MName

p —

Mailing Address

City

Zip
Cude

Your Interest in this
Project

‘How did you hear
about this meeting
— newspaper, direct
mailing, website,
other?
(Please specify)

1%‘0;7/&1

72607

Are,you a:

Businass andior Property Owner
0O Work/Live Along the Corridor
0 Interested Party

A P
' ggrf}f{fﬁ [ Loyt

-

fﬂﬁféﬁ?wm¢

dﬁZﬁEQQéﬁé;¢ulz

) !

e

a4

Are you a:

O Business andlor Property Owner
O  Workilive Along the Corridor

O  Intgrested Party

gt
ﬁébigézCLUﬂm

D e
>317 Msenicen)

Mowlon|

grf);nu a:

Business andfor Proparty Owner

m-"".'ﬁl rk/Live Atong the Gorridor
nterested Party

GreT st NETT g

Uy ~

201 Qg )

w

77009

Are you a:

0 Business andfor Property Owner
ori/Live Alang the Corridor

0O  Interested Party

;ﬁﬁﬁméjﬁluéa/
iy

Gt L [Ker
S Fheg D004

t%ﬁ ‘SH{ﬂ

) e

Are you a:

B Business andior Property Owner
0 WorkfLive Along the Corridor

0O Iniorestad Party

(;_‘!Ew‘f"D?ﬁﬁuFK
N7~ Smi77

30l mORRISON

Ifpieroq)

7700 9

Are you a;

O Business andfor Property Owner
B Work/Live Along the Carridor

0 Interested Party

jﬂ?n D{“ -"f7

L

177509

Are you a:

= Business and/or Property Owner
= Work/Live Along the Corridor

2 Interested Parly

' f
Jl I“'J}"‘I_l...-' i ,.-;w,,uf;_,‘

TToeg

Are you a;

B~ Business andfor Properly Owner
O WorkLive Along the Corridor
- Interested Party

| V,EJ«.': Il{{\.)p.j‘a Q(_';ﬁ_a

Are your a:

0O Business andior Property Cwner
O, Wark/Live Along the Corridor
EV” Interested Party

pjﬂ-«;s r-L{ld{”
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North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

Public Meeting Sign-in Sheets
for North-Hardy IH 45

October 26, 2004, from 6:00 pm to 8:00 pm
Davis High School

1101 Quitman, Houston, Texas 77009

LELF of Transportation
How did you hear
about this meeting
— newspaper, direct
mailing, websita,
other?
(Please specify)

C"‘[E D Teodher

Zip
Code

V0T

Your Interest in this
Name Mailing Address Project

U Nonica C’l}LﬁZ&\i R Thoernten

City
TX

Are you a:
0O Business andior Properdy Cwnar
O Work/Live Along the Corridor
O  Interested Party
Are you a
O Business and/or Propery Owner
- 0O Woaork/Live Along the Corridor
'? ~¢372! 0 Interestad Party
Are you a:
O Business and/or Property Cwner

s .~ |3 WaorkfLive Along the Corridor
d 7 ‘ﬂ:’f} O Interested Party

Ara you a:

@!M

Za f‘{/{ j\a—:ﬂf\.ﬁf C2N 7 Pest

BoBJtindzarc | Y
3{,39{ MJ% Se s

::j% oo, e Lo

0, Business andfor Property Cwner
 Waork/Live Along the Gorridor

Josie foverg e

‘O Interested Pary

Mﬁzﬁwﬁ

Do TOopn D ISTRCT
Goo Fawamin [ (5sD

Prases T 2700

Tolo

Are you a:

0O  Business andfor Propery Owner
WorkfLive Along the Corridar

O _ Interestad Party

(ST -

.‘I‘kl ;‘Cﬁjﬂ_ }J\
Goniatk

HD"'\ S ripat, -~
H'L:-U&bn,‘ﬁ. 1ed

Moo

Are you a:

0 , Business and/or Property Cwner
Work/Live Along the Corridor

D/ Interested Party

Norlraud ¢
Bog D,

Bain 6n"c}e._,...:.&.;]

Tiee

Are you g:

& Business and/or Property Owner
@ WorldLive Along the Corridor
2~Inlerested Party

Vst waman

Are you a:

0 Business andfor Property Owner
O WorldLive Aleng the Corridor

O Interested Party

Are you a:

2 Business and/or Froperty Owner
Q  Work/Live Along the Corridor

0 Interested Pary
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North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

Public Meeting Sign-in Sheets g
for North-Hardy IH 45

October 26, 2004, from 6:00 pm to 8:00 pm by

Davis High School

1101 Quitman, Houston, Texas 77009

B Taxas
Depariment

2 of Transportation
How did you hear
- newspaper, direct
mailing, website,
Name Mailing Address City Code Project (Please specify)
| ) Are you a:
. ' _ : o e (9 workiUive Along the Gorrid N T o
Jove Galuan |90 bobend] Hevien] Tow |3 R wEms™ | D Tewhes
Are you a
i . A
@ “ ﬂ—u‘[\ﬁw P[r}%)"""k\“‘ ‘-7{3"1:;3 !étc:.lill:ess and/or Property Owner
’ = — P i) O ~Waork/Live Along the Corrid
TRpntlc KA 1 oUIF S hg ) E*Ji 042 e ey
S\WJMJ.\ Ci 'R\ll-u Are you a:
i - . . B . Waork/Live Al the Corrid
C‘:Cl..,\.!"b[-"" Q‘U‘—é{ﬁ]{.ﬁ BT Wowpn g St 4‘!‘5-»-‘-,41;4_ 720 | g In:;reslg P:r?yg'] e ereer
Ara you a:
Work/Live Along the Corridor
- o ) O Interested Party

about this meeting
Zip Your Interest in this other?

([ O Business andor Property Owner

U [‘ i” ! O Business and/er Propery Owner
n - ; . O  Work/Live Along the Corrid : .

tixs Mogally [9wilkes thostons | 7700 |5 et mgwatores ™ (Lo
a usiness andfor Proparty Owner
uifﬁu 4 . Mﬂﬂiw‘bjp ?93 ‘sﬁhﬂﬁ %Oj{g} Y, 1?0&}7 O _Business and/or Property Owner Bop&

Are you a: T
O Business andfor Properly Owner

R’}S A da 'nga ARNOE  Atprsicon |Houstoe | 77009 13 nenaeapan - o

- Are you a:

O Business andfor Property Owner
0O  Work/Live Along the Corridor

O Interested Party

Arg you a:

O Business and’or Property Owner
O WorkiLive Along the Corridor

0 Interested Party

Ara you a:

O Business and/or Propery Owner
O WorkiLive Along the Corrider
. O [nterested Party
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ELECTED OFFICIALS

Public Meeting Sign-in Sheets

North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

=t

for North-Hardy IH 45
October 26, 2004, from 6:00 pm to 8:00 pm I Texas
Davis High Schoo! Department
1101 Quitman, Houston, Texas ?7009 of Transportation
' Name L Mailing Address City i
. . Zip Code
ﬁm 1001 5-5at. Macav o @q%{.@ . P
7o.n0 (onmmizssner SAV & Gz 70 1
Lo (Comy | 2o AT
CEME (KEFV | 252 7 Sk Mge s [ E72 | g ) RYo
- PO Gox 3omax — f —
ont
% nieoy Foudknar o ;::Enm s dalal- (T Hoosten | anaus
£ oI ﬂﬁL
g hetea @ff:juﬁ_, Pk T4 iﬁ%f’?‘!ﬁ‘m&m Aﬂdﬁﬂr@,«,ﬂ,‘; /—«/szﬁ 7 700 1

North-Hardy IH 45Project
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North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

Public Meeting Sign-in Sheets 3
for North-Hardy I|H 45

October 28, 2004, from 6:00 prm to §:00 pm e
Greenspoint Mall Dapartmant
12300 MNorth Freeway, Houston, TX _ﬂf Transportation
How did you hear
about this meeting
— newspaper, direct
. . mailing, website,
Zip Your Interest in this other?
Name Mailing Address City Code Project (Please specify)
i Y 4 ' A a:
lil"l{1L : lljtf’\.' . us <. IR ura E.;lnass andlar Property Owner
. - Q - . . -~ ) oy O Work/Live Along the Corridor
Lo Bicane 195600 Aidme W14 T30 3:_Interssied Pary
= L T ) p F na
By - ) . /y/gfi/h"??? um :'I;juginass andjor Praperty Owner | /ﬁ ;/; s
F, 4 T 1 e oy PV O Work/Live Along the Corridor ] FY N Al A
&Lﬁiézi 5&@.@ BHide i yoN 2 inersied Pary Ml qiice.
1 " ! Ate you a:
. L ) O Busi dinr Propearly Cwner
dedd ﬂﬂc‘l{'riﬂ 7 =se Grccay Gl iy \ e, a2 | D wiﬂ'a'ﬁaﬂ];é 1h-EF:39||::lrr‘rdDr
B R N e (A | I s T ZE_LL- " L&l Interested Party

15 20 TFK (el Are you a:

T ' . : ' - 0 Business andfor Property Owner |, —
.Bf ""'F Z"H"Dkz’ :;10 et H‘;{ J-L'f‘m'? 703 o weriive Along tha Garridor & M "’;‘MJ ”G’lzjfr
Hevston, 78 77652 [7i_ Interested Parly .
C’ Are you a:
fle = ASTEC ArS s |0 Business andlsr Proparty Ownar
Uﬂi'h;a'-‘" _ o e ? TS5 | Wordlive Aleng the Comider
:5‘; ™ f‘:/-.'_\{.f_-‘;i'c* W, T Tozs JLL WSTEN g Intarestad Pary
—_ - i e Are you a;
-‘f}?‘fﬂtﬁﬁ L;j_ Lc‘é.ug{‘?,:: < el Waldor.- otk i i g O Business and/or Property Owner
' T N O L T Y+ PR B € & O ‘Work/Live Along the Corridar
[ II(.J |L'=L & E.!I"I L] l'l."".‘“r _:l—_} f_‘ff_ e HFHI" WA "—')-’ O Inerested Party
Ara you a:
\ .. O Business a;irﬂnr I;mpcert:.rlgmer
Tl TN N O WorkfLive Alang the Corrdor
hﬁ%%‘?&\,}\ ‘g~ Tnterested Party |
el () Are you a:
7 ( faari T Wpe ir'lﬁg, a b Business andlor Property Owner |
PR 7o I AR S o Ll | 07T | B Workilive Along the Corridar
:}1 T S{EJ’V " o bty n _‘.E::‘L 7 ']"J.LT;—-" hﬂ"-‘-?JE'-'f' o I B Inieresied Party I
: 4 ~ Tt e g Are you a: ) , i
"T 'u_}a'lb’@*{ﬁﬁ ll;:"-’ S DO O Business andlor Property Owner | Jz. -|
e 1T Voo, o = S &~ Work/Live Along the Corridar s |
w .fhwujw P T W W vedla i T -0 Interested Party Vg 1 |
otheC |
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Public Meeting Sign-in Sheets

for North-Hardy IH 45
October 28, 2004, from 6:00 pm to 8:00 pm

Greenspoint Mall

12300 North Freeway, Houston, TX

North-Hardy Corridor:

Highway Alternatives Analysis

Toxas
e Dopartmant
Ea¥ of Transpariation

Name

Mailing Address

City

Zip
Code

Your Interest in this
Project

How did you hear
about this meeting
— hewspaper, direct
mailing, website,
other?
(Please specify)

| ket { g
- p2 2

Ara yau a
= Business andior Property Owner
&= WordLive Along the Corridor
=—interested Pary

P

Are you a:

O~ Business andlor Property Cwner
O Work'Live Along the Corridor

O Interested Pardy

| E““c\g?wrf:‘

FiEes Wi bhoce ™ Pexd
e P T ryaiy Y - P} 7z

Afe you a;

|:| Business andfer Property Owner
Work/Live Along the Carmidor

& Intoresied Party

el Scheamm

12707 Cloyerwou,

C\{.—‘.'Iffff: 7”:-5 77424

Are you a:

O Business andfor Proparty Owner

o WarkdLive Along the Corrdor
Interestad Parly

Fvsr c5c0
Gazrciz.

5"‘-‘: ?}’ ,-"‘4.?1”{3;4 éffif

T2 7768 F

Are you a:

O Business ancd/or Property Owner
O Worklive Along the Corrider
G—Tntarestad Party

Tin by

575 ) Woed woay
77957

Are yvou a:

0 Business and'or Property Owner

O Workd'Live Along the Corridar
T Interestad Party

&r%‘;i f“""‘""‘ b

?G?’ GT:;LLE (a.u'j

776

Are you a:

0 Business andfor Praperty Owner
fey Work/Liva Alang the Corridor

O Interested Party

Ara you a:

O Business andior Property Owner
0O WortLive Along the Garridor

O Interesied Party

e D
—b

Ara you a:
O Business andior Property Owmer
O Work/Live Along the Corridor

0 Interested Party
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Public Meeting Sign-in Sheets
for North-Hardy iH 45

Oetober 28, 2004, from G:00 pm to B:00 pm
Greenspoint Mall
12300 Morth Freeway, Houston, TX

North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

Taxas
Departmant
of Transportation

How did you hear
about this meeting
- newspaper, direct

mailing, website,

Zip Your Interest in this other?
Name Mailing Address City Code Project (Please specify)

' . Spiia b gm Eii?ﬂ:a?a andior Property Owner W‘ﬁ. retiee o
L:fa:r‘ff F'f E’L' dezmal 2a54s _E. i.ﬁi}rm} Lo STRLD T3 g__,';‘:&ﬂ;:g ;"::E the Corridor [ TTER To ‘ H;, P4,
MI':J‘Q’JCPMEH': E') o W Creek -‘_;) gre :.I;al.;ii-ess andior Praperty Owner -F.ﬁ‘-" : "? @mﬁ

K. ffﬁ'l‘-’ 07¢ orkiLive Alang the Corridor : Y
M 4zock Interested Party Lykt, &9
Are you az

O Business andior Property Cwner
0O ‘WorkiLive Along the Corrdor
O Interestad Pary

Are you a:

O Business andfor Proparty Owner
O  WorkiLive Along the Caorridor

O Inierested Parly

Are you &

O Business andfor Property Ownar
0 Werk/Live Along the Carridor

2 Interssted Pary

Are you a:

O Business andfor P roperty Owner
O  Work'Live Along the Corridor

O Inlerested Parly

Are you &

C Business andlor Property Owner
O Wark/Live Along the Corridor

O Interested Parky

Are you a:

0 Business andior Property Owner
0 WorlkLiva Along the Carridar

0 Interested Pary

Ara you a:
O Businass andicr Property Owner
0O  Work/Live Along the Cormidor

O Interesled Party

DRAFT April 29, 2005

24



North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

ELECTED OFFICIALS g
Public Meeting Sign-in Sheets

for North-Hardy IH 45 lm“
October 28, 2004, from 6:00 pm to B:00 pm Dapartmeant
Greenspnint Mall ' of Trangpartation
12300 Morth Freeway, Houston, Texas 77009 _
Name Mailing Address City Zip Code
: ‘h“‘) Tt Ep_f-] bl (4 w
\Costs Enescor | 2\ oty Barea Oy ) et Demmiins | 27350

Aslene NSl [2rRee e Ranced MsTido laosToes
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North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

Recorded Comments
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FPublic Meeting Comment Sheets

for North-Hardy [H 45

Ocdobar 26, 2004, from 6:00 pm fo 8:00 pm

Daxie High School

1101 Cudirman, Houstan, Texas 70008

=4

Taea
DigaarirnL
= Trenspectation

g e Oirganization Adiddress | Exuadl Camments
1 Moy Amn Weishaupt | 230 Tazkakserry Simeat Interesting presentanon. Will lnok forsard 10 mome mailings
' Houston, Texns 77008 regarding updaes,
] Join Frragune 3008 Mormison Py merwr fromtape mads from 610 Dovmdown. The neipghborhood is

3 Lasuisi Meac ham

Houeon, Texas 7008

ol aboat staying within the existing right of way from 610 to
| Doy nlawn

S00E Marrison
Homsion, Texas TTOHE

1 am yery concerned gbout the draft ree commendied alternative for 145
o 610 by Doawntowne,. Specifically. (e inorease to 12 lanes sems
prclearly exceed the existing righd of way, Mo frontage msds in
histonic meighbowods!

Yes! Tomamaged bmes for HOW & buses! No! (o menaged lane use
Iy toil cnistomers

4 1 Whitten

280T Flamence
Hougton, Tesas THHA

Why no pressnation?
Why no hamdouns?
Idi nof approve of the Tirofl Bec. Allematives,

[ Ao net nppeove of “Mangped Lanes”, They undermins the cnecept
of HOHY wraffic by permitiing trecks & wealthy 51TV drivers to pay o
drive on the H0Y.

I din_ not apprave of oll roade. They slaw doon fraffic & increase atr
peollfuticn & wge too mach o foel

[t mitt wart Aoy new Fronkags roads on 145, Frontige Rosds tism
cr highways inin city strects

1 dp mod waamit you o 1ake any mew dght of way.
Encourage Bail tracsit.  Implemscnt rall v 2l sirpons!

5 Raberi (3. Proctor Fr.

402 Byme Sinees
Houston, Texas TH09

T.huncighbu'l:huml bitss spokien om this belone @ public meetings & vou
clenrly ignored our camcemns with your proposed pless.

We do ot want draible decker rods, w2 do nal wons sound walls, ae
b ool weEn [t |ose hommes o greenspace, 'we do mot want sl roads,

We waml HOV lanes fior carpools & buses we wang to keep the frees
thiat were juat planted on [-45
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Public Meeting Comment Sheets
for North-Hardy IH 45
Ciestobier 28, 2004, fram §:00 pm to 8:00 pm
Davis High School

1101 Guitmean, Houston, Texas 77008

North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

=t

MEme

Crrpmmdzstion

Email

o Mame Given

Address

Tazan
bDapitmanl
ol Than mporiat isn
Cmmenis

1) 145 expansion as feasdble, should remain within the existing right
of way,

2) “Gmewsy” wreaument of expansion iralde of Loop sindler v 59
niaf 2A2 e, speciol beidge earment, landsceping comcepl.

Liz Chen

416 Byme Sree
Houston, Tesss TH0%

Thas plen favars wealihy white peanle that live in the 2obutbs,

Tnner city Drwellers waml to preserve their qualivy of life- air & trees &
prever flooding,

When land is condemned & the excess soid back at Asction, Pemry
Homes maoves in.

Mot n good public meeting, this ane should nos eount,

Susan Eply

403 Byme
Houston, Texas THED

our pressntetion board notes thet "zix bulld sliemstives wers
analyzed for IH45" & option I s the most visble- when do we see the
other 4 dismatives? Why is option 2 the most vizble? It se=ms 1o
cleurly overreach the existing cight of way-

This was & very frustrazing aseeting- most of the staff peogphe | with the
exteption 4f the 3 TXIMNIT reped could not answer any questions, We
meed handoats to take back 1o neighbors! Why no hendouts’?

Thieeesa Gans

1107 Egymt Streel
Hmstan, Tetas 7009

Delete HOV Lane, and keep the four memaged knes. This shoukd

haws been done 25 w5 ago, Also expend 143 from Conrce 1o
Humntaville,

Michale Parr

Alex Rigeby

512 Ave of Caks
Houstow, Texss 77009

Wi zak 1% that TxD¥OT live within the: footprint of [-45 from 810 1o [-
L0 East

2t we e piven “Cabsway™ restmenls as 59 tarowgh Mosrese
WA gaven

Thiat TalHIT b e honest and Ferthcoming with the neighborheed
than they wers with the 1- 17 meeting ard decissions.

Thnt nio double decking be undertaken That Halywood Cemetery be
beft alene

The mise, irafTic and pollution will destroy par neigiborh eod with B
pliag anly loss io us,
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Public Meeting Comment Shests

tor Morth-Hardy IH 45

Cotober 26, 2004, from &:00 g to 5200 pm

Davig High School

1101 Quikman, Houslon, Taxas 77009

North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

=4

# Mame

Chrgandzation

Address

Cmments

11 Terry Benson

611 Memisom
Houston, Texas THO%

Your walening lanes inside 610 & Downtoan willl have o 1ake
private prapemy, as [ ree this chart, especially betwsen Cuitman &
Nowth Main whese thess are no feedes lanes curmently. You need 10
honesr wilk us Folks, el vs the tuth. 1 have seen mimy Butinesses
hurt badly om [0 Project.

L& & resident in Wosdland Heasghis & amy changes made wall harm
residences, businesses when changes in accsss are mode. | am also
desply concemed with maore conzrie & the Nooding 1ssue. The
Allzen Nood han mesns' of us, &5 well as, there wens 3 drownings
withim cone mile of my hams,

Juat be homesr with ug when you proposs something.

12 Thamies MeWhomer

Crreagsr Houston Preservalion

Allignce

T2 Main Strest. Suite 110
Hisuston, Temas THIR

As g asewnrd of Howsten history, 1 am consuently swans of isswss
which affect Houstom™s historks legasy, both architectural and culharzl
The widening of the 125 comidnr berween downtown and the 610 N,
Laop will inpact seomes of Mational Register ellipible properties. The
proposad path travels throogh the 1™ Ward (an 1870's e
neighborhood, the Mear Morthside (an 1880 5 neiphborhend),
Woockiland Hetphes (gn 190 era neaghbodiond), and Brooke Smith
[zm [E%0's peighbarhood). IF you will see 2 patiern you will no doabt
resllize that this is where Houston's historic resources ane located.
Sacrion 1006 reviews recpaine an alieratve wo the desincn ondmpect of
historic mesowness, Flease plan accontingly.

13 Elvin Cerrames

AilE4 Chepenan
Houston, Texat T

I o my hormee on Chapenan sod T would ke o meeting in spanizh o
bheper underaanding for myzell and other norhside citizens. 1have
come 10 two mestings and both have been in enplish po ane offers io
cxplain what is going on in spamish for spanish speakers only o
updderstand. The majoeaty of norihside s spanish spesiing bome
aamere, husiness owners, Thank you for your tine and understanding
o his mawer. Woald alse like o know i0 my home i3 alfected by this
comsiruction. Translatesd by my dster-in-law

14 Laura P. Galvan

1302 Burion Strest
Howsion, Texas 77008

First off [ paticipaced the meeting 3t Holy Name Catholic Church amd
my findimps brooght me 1o thal this meeting was net Blingual. In
stnting this there was 0 kot of spanish speaking citizens ard the
mesting was held in english only. We need a meeting i spamish for
bt spaiial apeaking cammunidy o gel involved and keow whst
going with there commmunity, My family has bomes and basiness
invested in this area. They would like tw know if shere homes and
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Public Meeting Comment Shects
for Morth-Hardy [H 45
Cctobew 26, 2004, trom 6:00 pm to 800 pm
D High Schaol
1101 Cudtman, Houston, Texas 77008

North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

= o

N

Organlzation

Address

Espurimant
ol Trasmportadios
Consments

buiness are gedng o be boughs andior demolished. That o our man
oonoem. As long as this wpgrade does not adfect our homes asd
[T

13

Ken Lindow

U Duamoad Lases, i saves 4 shoulder lases, keep 1B wheslers off
ihe road during peak driving hours. 1Te swing Grase traffic contol.

Smodee & mimmos presemtation po supsence bad infficent
infommation- does nol comply with Pedera) Ouidelings for Public
Infermation Fenama,

Hemwe da you konaywe whiess TeDOT 48 Ivimg? Ther mosths ane open’

Mirs. Lamer Miramonies

TI08 McKoe
Hiszron, Texss T7000

The caly thing I'm sommy shout Inmy seighborhood is that when
widsining e 45 you don't chie Quilmis o Lorraine Strael. That is
e only 2 streets thal come inbo my commeaity a8 of right now.

B. Redabes

805 Joyee
Homatoa, Tenss TI008

1 dant like how the forum was sct up. There isn't 8 clear pictuce of
wht exsctly i poing on. The pictares nesded 1o be sxplained. Tell
us whot's gobag on. Miost of the pictenes dain’t have anyone in
eiplain them. We nood o lead speaker 1o explain and hive @ question
& pnswer semion.

Joed Castro

308 Qroitman
Houstea, Teass TI009

The graphic repressntations shown wday ae compleely conlrany o &
o mecting concepl.  [For exampbe, e - 10-610 graplhic
represeniation thows & counl of 16 lames! When 2nd whese has
grpanding 1-45 i 16 lanes {1-10-610) been dircessed? The crowd
wis pverwhelmiegly in oppostion o snytésg mamclely reembling
s type of eapansion. In addithon, thers was sheolutsly ng mference
e TRDOT destroying historic sites like the Hollywood Cemetary. By
the designs shown today, it seemms that TalOT has siready made the
diecisaion o destnoy the Hollywood Cemetary. Finally, TaDOT
appeirs poised o ake homes glapg the Bast side of 1-45 begween, [-10
and 610 I éoing so, TXDOT will displace Hicpansct, oncs agaln
apacting rminocily population

Manibel Guros-Castio

308 Qustmwn
Houston, Texas TS

This ks 2 tews magT! What is wrong w/ you people” Yo pat up
chaets- that mean pothing 10 the conatinnents. You couldn't even ane.
rar questioes. To defy the community wi charts instend of o body of
decisgion makers who can ans, Our questions & address our concerns
makoes w3 feel ovedlooloed & vonecessary.
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Public Meeting Comment Sheets
for North-Hardy IH 45
Owtober 28, 2004, from §:00 pm to 8:00 pm

Dawis High School

1101 Cadiman, Houston, Texas 77009

North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

E= o

Vs
Fhapertmest
of Transssrinton

a Mame

-

e

Cirgnnization

Address

Email

Cimmmenls

pul] Keyla Thugne

You scare people with B4 lanes hay! A visual which gapered many of
ue! Thear are our homes which you will take b meet the needs of
commuers who live it generica!

1 am demanding that TRDOT & Mooh Herdy 8t whes and lislen bo our
comcerms becsnss pour visial aids do nothing except upsel 5
comununily which may not need be apsst. We are no more informed
cham we were gince gur st mig,

1312 Malvem
Houston, Texas T

yanical 6 yaboo.com

1 dom't believe than widemng lanes or adding lanes s a good idea
Treffic 5 always poing o be there. As for HOV lanes, the Iqrp:
magority af peaple donot carpoal. In expanding these lanes mamy
penple pre gomg o bose their homea, Promizes wens mede when
capanding other feeestays thal wer: never kepl {ex the YROA thas
i bl would ke left in place thit has now been demolished) The
spenkers of TalOT can't snewer any questions thal the publx: i
aeking! Why are people who do nod know agwhing about the project
menl o unswer guestions that they know nothing abost, There iz alzo
et encagh media or sdvertising on these public meetings. Why
aren’ flyers sent v &l beas the surmunding homes thirn will be
affected? The anly ressom people find oot sbout thess ars throagh
warrd of momth. E-Madl me neat fime thens sne meetinge of this
BRI,

b | Keyla Dugne

1312 Mulvemn
Heriston, Texas F7000

T wenald 1kes e request vhat the pressnbers whio dre speaking on behalfl
af the TADOT treal people with a littke more respect gnd
cemsideration. Just becnuse the lage maporiny of people atandiag
thess mestings 5 hispamic docs pot mean you ged to speak down Lo ws.
And; o betber job needs. to gel dome in notifying people of these
meetings. The large majority of the peopls aiending foand cat by
wird of mouth. Mo nocifieation whalsoever camé from TaDOT. Yoa
are dzoling with a spanizh speaking commumity please ry o moke the
heards in both spanish & enplish,

a1 Sergid Villarreal

1925 Chaprman
Hauzston, Teasa

Thelieve that you do nod need o boild mose BOW lane, All this plan
dose ks bring more trafflic in wo our netghborhond. The anly reason
Ihat yau ke looking in do expmding bere is because our houses are
alder and nol that expeneive. You need to come up whit & beter
seldution then this. This probebly dags not affiected by this, you can
probebly efond Lo buy a new home and relocase 50 me of us not thet
fartanais,
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Public Mesting Comment Sheets

for North-Hardy IH 45
Oosober 26, 2004, from €200 pm 1o 2:00 pm
Davis High Schoo

1107 Quitman, Houston, Taxas 77008

North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

Tanea
Dapaimiest
ol Teanmpsdallon

Mixme

Organization

Address

Comments

23

Sylvia Castillo

108 {Germry
Houston, Texas 77009

——

This is not & public ezmng! The public can nol even get sorapght
snewers from preseniers. We oppose the manmer in whach il is
presested. Many people are dizappoineed. Who are yon doing this
far? The peaple in e Wondlands, you ane doing a logof peophs
horm! Yau ame degtmaying our commumsty. Yoo shoald build (B
Prezwwpy over 45 like im Ookland, Stay ot of cur peightorhosd! Le
mE g fresways.

i

Heddi Landen-Grecee

342 Parloview Sireet
Hewston, Texas 73005

TADOT Reps & consultants were knpwledgeable snd did a freat jod
answening guestions, -A formal presecation wehundoms woukd be
helpful, Melghbochocd. resldents, Hyving in the commdor berween 1-10
il G100, are extrenely coneesd about the Gl owing:

- Addvtional capacaty for B85 provided within curzent mpbit-ofway
{cancemexd with cemetary, Weadland Park, and ares peightarhood
with historc homes)

- Sovmd barmiers provided i way of ghway improvemenes.

I look foraard to addibonal meetings & involvement related to thas
project

25

Ed Reyes

Z1E Joyce
Haruston, Texas 77HS

* Please stay within eaieting Riph of Way
* Puiare Posters should inelode Limd Marks for hetter onderstanding
* THANES

Ronald Robles

2324 M, Main
Haouston, Texns THHE

W o not meed b lake away enymore of 45 Freeway. We nted o
have a Mono-Radl system going down our HOW lanes and stop
Marthline Mall. &nd then on i way to Gresnapolnt Mall and split ap
11 g by Bush IntercomEnental Airpoet. (hatro Moao-Ball parking lots
ot LL af 1. deventawn, Monhline Wall, Greessnoing Mall & Bush
Imcrcontinenial Almort So wecan be called Space City Houston!

5

Lvan TaPamt

vvond Fswbell et

1) Moespanalon of the ROW, any ateempt 1o expand ROW will he
vigarasly fought throagh all political chamnels

21 Qralidy of life issues muast be addressed;

Maisa- T knenw wee' |l get sousd walls bat we shrald have kad
thess years ago, changing the grads of 145 upaand will be tolerated a
liztle it but excssave resing the grade betasen |-10 and Mam S
will be fought vigorously becawse it woulkd be
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Public Meeting Comment Sheets
for Morth-Hardy IH 45

Catoiar 26, 2004, from &:00 pm fo 800 pm
Drarviz High Sehcal

1101 Quitman, Houston, Texas 77009

North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

L
Dapsrmens;
= Transgsointicn

#

Mame

Organization

Address

Email

Comments

20

Iwoe Dot

-_

{eembmued from Commeent Card #27),,,

detrimental oo the nelghbors From & noise and wiew standpoint.
Adr- Let fioel efficient of FOV {(multiple passen zers) use the

odl roads lor Meee

Flogding- Creste dedention capacity wnder the freeasy,

actually uss ke oppartaniy o work with HCPCD 0 go further nonhb
andl crears poditive detention cipacity with sdditional federal dollars

ter further alleviste Hoston foading,

Ivon DaPodal

ondi@ewhed| net

(comtinued from Comment Cand #28),..
Niew- Mo double decking Mo way

Aviraan R

412 Oynar 54
Hiansston, Texns T

* Build within the existing fight of way

= [ha et edevats the Fary

In slor no e impact 10 the nesr norih neiphborhoads

- Maise
- A palulion

- Flonding tr susrounding anea
- Wisual {ebovated lanes)

Bonnie Broam

305 Enplish
Houston, Texas TR

The general Janes under sny nleematove will e ao better off then the
eantus qua, Rapardiesa of the berefit of managed, HOV, or speeial
kanee, iis inconsdderable for sach & major project expenditure to
inclule ne benefit for the majerity of people. Without benafit, thene
shoaild b noexpansion, This pooject alse inclodss oo bemefit &nd A
grean deal of detremient w neighbarhoods ingide the Loop. [-45

should receive the same “Oaleway” approach as U5 59, Expansion of

45 winald needlessly nan many neighborhoods,

Mury Almendancs

GIE Joyee
Hrasion, Texas TG

This evening was quits & waste of dme. The fact teot this wes not a

“hearing” and really desicable of geting inpet from the residants, We

did nal get & complete “snapsho™ abou what TeDHOT b2 propesing.

The TxDOT employvess wene not providing sufficient mformalion and

failed 1o satigly questons asked by possts, residents, ere. The

“displaysd” cand boarda whils "Hwed" up m ploturs ovder wene totally

usebzas 1o presenting am informabive piciume of TADOTS insencions,
P&, TeDOT should hawe "left langs For pasaing only™ stpes gl aver

Texas roads & highways,
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Public Meeting Comment Sheets

for North-Hardy [H 45

Crotoned 26, 2004, from 6:00 prn to 8:00 pm
Davis High Schaol
1101 Quitman, Houstan, Texas 77009

North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

=k

Taman
Disparimant
of Tranapnrmilon

Mnme

Disar Ranpel

Address

Earmil

102 Suiis
Howston, Texas THE

Cammenls

T woild ke for any peopocsdfinmes plang o meduce e amoust of
“ears” traveding the 45 cormidor. The "manaped” lanss affer gond
fumding cplinns hut relies on people wariing to pay rather tham desl
with teaffic, Twould Hie to know whie [ need 1o congss i suppest
thit the exisbng knes bo mads inko HOW o tolling lnes. We need o
encoumage peaple 1o either nse 2 commuien' mass-transit sysiem or car
pounl aa ppposed fo deivee into the city.

14

hario A Umanzor

LERS DeLoier
Houston, Texas THEG

I chink thast i there B s much woek 1o be done o M5, cuch as
expanding that Fury, it will be a good idea o consides building a LR
or p mosomil on the HOWV Lane, Having a pood skze rrain to cary a
oo ramber of passenpers and also 1o run al o kigh rate of speed, it
will reduce the tralTic o the Pwy dramatically. Even T would ride that
orzim fior fen, Tt will probabdy brimg woarism e the ciey of Howston,

PS5 If we are to do something now, lets do it bt plesse iy not o bun
the commanity s much, Also somwtting thal in the nest 40 ar 30
wears don' ook of oat dated. “This 35 the space city, let"s builkd it as

suchk™

Sandra Martinez

300 Tamizs Stnest
Hougion, Texes T

= We need soand harriers alonp the fresway 10 acormodats the
iefRase QALY of cars,

* Are you golng 10 accombdate the lamdsceping that was just pat slong
U gide of the freeway, (“Whin 2 waste of eur s dollass™)

* Entrance and exit mamps necd bo be sdded. Hogan St Bridge and
Hliston Avenws Brdpe.

L

Mar Brith

011 Borrison
Houston, Texns 7T

1 was wery dusappointed. Howstan is known werld-wide for both its
inorvubion und its traffic. But here [ s2e no inpovation, only mene
trific. The plan presented will very serously impact my
neighhoerood of the Wioodband Helghte wiile not reslly solving the
needs of the norbem subushs.

Why wens poother optiors on display? How absot botier utilization
of existng I-45 fucilities? Some Examples:
Ressrict tracks @ pask bours, Charge £35 for single acsupancy cars,

repaire businssses to amnplement Cleam ale + vanfhus s downioan,
e use of Metra buses.

Really, it is simple arithmatic instead of doubling the lanss, dauble or
triple the occupancy of the vehicles!!
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Public Meeting Comment Sheets
for North-Hardy |H 45

October 26, 2004, from §:00 p fo 8200 pm
Davls High School

1101 Quitman, Howston, Texas 77008

North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

=

Tomas
Dopasiman!
of Transgorisiion

# Mame Cergrnkcaibon

Address

Emnil

Clomime nls

37 Backy Houslon

3011 Miormrison
Houston, Texas THHH

1. Meeting wis nod mods known 0o neiphbor sdpcen (o T 43 near
dowmlawn., Local mewsliner wis how mecling was made known b
residemis,

2. Mo one present = meeting who s responsilbile for entiee projest,
Meeting is siafled by palive "li=utenams™ whoe ame nepongible for
widpets- no politiclans o bigh kevel mansgers (22 least that are
abi ous)

3, Purpase of mesting @5 onclesr

4, [a there a plan for developes whee build far-flang subdivisions o
e financially responsible- e impact fees lor developers, Why
should inmer city residents pay the price of naiseffreeway
infringements for the pleasars of asharban dwelbers.

& Becky Honston

3011 Movmieon
Haouwstom, Teass 770089

1. Thee vighle plim puts veelve lamss in the spacs of six lanss betwesn
the concrete chutes jus spumb of Main Streed. The poster dhows 12
lanes gide-by-side, Although it is conceptual thers needs te be
alternalives shown e sccamodare the 12 bene goal within the current
land holdings of 125,

2. If ooz of these ablernatives plans inchides Slackingidoubls declker
whsat are the nosce & sheoshiion plans?

1. These desiprs look like o traffic jom weiting to happen by the Eme
they ae completed- projecsing groath & mors cors- where is g
imnovative plan™ Whers e the new ideas imsised of sxpanding fdess
that are carmently problemalic,

W Becky Smith 1011 Muosrisom ‘The viable pinn looks lifes ome the will reoognise Land soguasstos in
Fuestern, Texas TTO09 the: Wookdland Heights.
Take submrban traffic somewhere else- why should our meighbachaod
bear the fegptive impacts of increased freewnys for the convenience
af comrmalers?
40 Diebiie Tesar 305 Moz [VOTE Mol Ma! Mal I yon butld sane roads you will ges mone

Houston, Texas TTHS

cars! Whether managed lanes or nat there will be more walhc,

Mo ooe @ this meeting (the people maly effected) wents this, Yoo
jist ward the appostunizy to say thal pablic meetings were eld

I Pagis, 1o eleviaws raffic, lencs weme ¢losed, The people foamd other
means of ransporation. Gel comossliond to offer flaxible bowrs
(ffer free huses ar vans, Please do not widen [=45,
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Public Meeting Comment Sheets
for Morth-Hardy IH 45

Datober 26, 2004, from 8:00 pr fa B:00 pm
Davis High Schoal

1101 Quitman, Heuslon, Texas 77008

North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

=

Tiacam
Dagartraant

af Traaporetion

¥ | Name Oreganlzation Adiiress

Enuafl

Comments

4F rl:'-:lnnic Eilicn Euglid 5t
Haustan, Takas TTR

Inseresting display. 1dhink most people came lene b0 se wist
TxD{T has fm mind, physically, foe our neighbachaeds. They wens
dsappainted thal TADOT had nothing like that tn present, chiefly
hecamse they aren’t ot that place of the siedy yei. Bt il lefr people
frustraced. They wers Frismaed oo, in tian thers wene no peaple with
snfficdent clou oo really corry oir comcerns forward.

12 lenes seerns ot widee ns this neighibeehood il stend. 1 know that
dowble decker-ing the banes is moe expensive- and your paint 187 1
thal 15 e wnlalios, e fiod the maney. Destroction of paysical
neighborhond is o LAST RESORT, Scrasch that- it is N0 reaodt,

It 1& wonderful thet Dinsantwn is viboang & fall of people schunlly
lzvangg there. But neny %o had betier kesp them i noind befose you
tannel & zillian ches ineo their homes, Cas froam peact cally sut-of -
SLEDECE.

Gt the City of Houston Tnvolved w' rewarding aliemative
tramsportation andfor altemative wehicles. Bravo, for instanee, on their
use of hybrid cars. Hoss sboul &1ax incentive for hybrids Gtywids?
et basinesses involved. Requars that 20% of their smployess use
altzrmative transpartation i owork, My bushand wes paid 350 me for
riding his bicwcle wosoc for at least 23 of e days of each month,

42 Tasie 3404 Morrizan The icles of displacement ks one that showld not be consdesed.
Howston, Texas TTO09 adtematives should be waker oo sccounl belore massdvs expanzion of
I-45. Sound barriers should be erectad i sliminate sound pollution, if
& when lanes ane added 1o 45,
43 Gene Goins Mear Mogthsids B.ON D 341 Rabesson This praves thil eoncrede pousers and major sub-division developers

Howsras, Tenas TH09

are calling the shots, Why come tease ns that whae we think ar wann
or moed matters??

Why ahould s0 much concem be given 1o mmsiderts of the
"Wotdlands™ which will paly pile near Morthside sneas’ problems
gk 7Y

Wi nead belmer sireats an ihe near Nonhside, along wilh betler
tradniggs, bhetter neighborhood climios, better parks for owr children &
rlders

In ather wonds, don™ esase & leszer goaliny of Life on the norhsiders w
e rines from Woodlands citzess. And 1voe!l!
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North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

Public Meeting Comment Sheets
for North-Hardy IH 45 a

Cotobar 26, 2004, from S:00 pm e 800 pm
Dands High Schoal Teman
1101 Quitman, Houston, Texas TT009 stk
of Tranaporation
i “Nume Oirganivation Al ress Enaakl Commenis
<4 Richel Dvareleky #M Coecdell ot R oy rst Firk: This w5 not @ “Public Hearing™- this is o showing, We resent

andl are puspicioas of this fommar compsred 10 previous M. Hardy

Huozrom, Texas 77009 :
STy meetings. Mo form; no hasd-ous- Shame On Yoo

Mext Yoo already know that we in this ares will nol accepl expansion
of the exisling right=nf=way. We already suffer from 'pu;.ll:,llj{q amd
nioiss from 45, Soluticn Where ks & VISIONARY comcept foe
ELEVATEL trafTic pachs or lames for ula-bow-emission vehicles
[Mlams & 24 Pasmenger! Can we have some forward thinking hers
ine el of more of the same old englresdng that uiimaely solves
MOTHEMG? And lec's get il of the Fronlape Roeds, ol least alang
resndential stretches. For once can Teans asqire io more thans bred,
damaging design an mediocee pesnlisT Aed 10 expect writen
pekmorsladzament of theie comments.

OC: Cong, Gene Green
Cang. Sheils Teckeon Lae

11 of 11
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North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

Public Meating Comment Sheets

for Morth-Hardy IH 45

Cictabar 28, 2004, from &00 gem ta 800 pm

Grasnapoint ball Ilnn
mpprirani

12300 North Freewsy, Houston, Texas e el

¥ Mame Organization Address Email Comments

1 Mo Mame Given The Month Hardy Tall Road exfension shawld he included into the siedy.

2 Eenneth Lindow M adidress gives Fire Carter-Burgisss [Wedlpark Toll Boad Disaster)

Hire & bemer consulting firm

Stay wishin right-of-way

Limit 18 wheeler o off peak tinnes

gz swing gate for heavy Elow times

Messure carrent 8ousd levels o determine of sound walls (afierward) sre effoctive
Hake Hardy Toll Rood Free

2 Mo Marme Civen [ recomumind BOW be purchaced on Botn cides ol asie. BUOW o memove LIEBAN
BLIOHT arxl improve image of City. Tall Berms should be placed o ROW Lo
redisce noigs & improve landscaping

4 Margrerile Sellers-Mayorga 3306 Marriaon Wandland Heights Residsnt

Hiuston, Texas THCD My suzpsecion is 10 pat s double-deck freeway sysiem aa this would eliminae the
need Lo expand or widea 45, Plese matall o sound basmer 10 prevenl nods:
poliution sl & meosemil weuld the witimete solution

A monarnil wonsld slkow Tor mere passenpers than o deahla-desk freevway 2nd it
woild not odd o adr pollution problems,. The momocel] could nen from dosmeoswn i
the Wosdlands ard bayosd withour massive amounts of concrete and tsasing up
rewdds. The moncaral cowld ru above and in the center of 145, Tt would require less
maney, ilme, and prevent ihe destnacion of all of our beautiful osk rees,

5 Michie] Mazoch L10 W Rocky Creek Bd Divwntovwn 1o Airlins De- Nosthline hMall
Haoustan, Texas TH76G 1-45 has et been rebuhl, and foad is Felling apan. Rehuild nesded,
Airline to SH 242- Fregway comaletely rebaile- g2ill in pood shape. Elevate HOT

lanes ke METRO HOW @ MW Mall, Present frecway can be used adthou
disnuplacm,

Above should walt antl METHO Bokrd congiders stmtibe-rail Mononail presemed at
last Thems. Farusr {mars an oest page)

[ Miichsel Maroch 110 W Rocky Creek Rl [Costimuesd from Comment Cand A5)

Houston, Texas THTG G100 i 242 Comsider 2 heavy duty lame for fmickess that Bane could be heavily built,
wiilhs the pther lanes will mot nes as heavy o lane. !

1afl
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North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

Small Group and One-On-One Meeting Summaries
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North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

Carter:Burgess

MEETING MINUTES
MNORTH-HARDY ALTERNATIVES AMNALYSIS

Mecting with: Council Member Adrian Garcia
DATE: June 9, 2004
ATTENDEES: Council Member Garcia

Mlike Tello - TxDOT
Janet Kennison — Carter-Burgess

KEY POINTS:
Mike Telio presented the findings of the IH 45 Highway Altematives Analysis.

AUTHOR:  Japet Kennison — Carter-Burgess
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North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

Carter=Burgess

MEETING MINUTES
NORTH-HARDY ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

Meating with: State Representative Jessica Farrar
DATE: June 9, 2004
ATTENDEES: Drexel Tumer — Jessica Farrar's office
Mike Tello - TxDOT
Janet Kennison — Carter-Burgess
KEY POINTS:

Mike Tello presented the findings of the IH 45 Highway Alternatives Analysis,

AUTHOR:  Janet Kennison — Carter-Burgess
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North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

Carter=zBurgess

MEETTNG MINUTES
NORTH-HARDY ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

Meeting with: State Eepresentative Gamet Coleman
DATE: July 6, 2004
ATTEMDEES: Representative Coleman

Mike Tello - TxDOT
Janet Kennison — Carer-Burgess

KEY POINTS:

Mike Tello presented the findings of the IH 43 Highway Altematives Analysis.

AUTHOR:  Janst Kenmison = Carter-Burgess
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North-Hardy Corridor: Highway Alternatives Analysis

Carter:Burgess

MEETING MINUTES
NORTH-HARDY DEIS/NEW STARTS

Mesting with: MNorth Corridor Coalition
DATE: October 19, 2004
ATTENDEES: Gary Mentgomery - North Corridor Coalition Chairman

Jack Drake — Greater Greenspoint Management District
Representative from County Commissioner Sylvia Garcia's Office
Representative fromn Congressman Gene Green's Office
Mike Teilo - TxDOT

David Crosley — Gulf Coast Institule

Tina Araujo - Araujo Consulting

Joe Wozny — Cy-Fair Chamber

Mike Catrett — Near Northside MNeighborboods

Anthony Tangwa - City of Houston

Kathy Guenther Harris County Pet. 4

Fichard Johnson - Knudson & Associates

Bart Barker - Greater Greenspoint Management District
Cyndi Robinson - METRO

Janet Kennison — Caner-Burgess—

KEY POINTS:

The primary agenda item for this meeting was a presentation on the findings of the [H-45
Highway Alternatives Analysis. Mike Tello and Janet Kennison presented the findings
and snswered questions from Coalition members,

AUTHOR: Janet Kennison — Canler-Burgess
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Jim Weston 3301 Morrison Houston, Texas 77009  home (713) 869-8888 work (713) 880-3333
wk) vin@airmail.net hm) jweston@houston.rr.com cell (713) 816-0444 fax (713) 686-3493

March 11, 2005

Mr. Pat Henry, P.E. CEIV
Director of Project Development RECEIVED ,
Texas Department of Transportation '

P.O. Box 1386 MAR 11 2005 / ©

Houston, Texas 77251-1386 9, ’-' 5 W
' s \)

‘ | {ow Cu\émmea SE%

Re: Comments and Names of citizens pertaining to the 1-45 North-Hardy Planning Study

Dear Mr. Henry,

| wanted to thank you for addressing the Woodland Heights Civic Association back on February 8th. | had senta
thank you to Michael Tello previously, to forward to you; but | also wanted to thank you directiy for taking time out of
your evening to come to that meeting. | feel that it was a good meeting and although everyone may not have been
happy with all the answers, at least they got some answers. And bottom line ~ they walked out knowing more than
they did when they walked in ... and that's an indication of a successful meeting!

At that meeting, we were told that we could send you the comment cards, questions and petitions pertaining to the
North-Hardy Planning Study so that the comments, questions and names would be added to the study. Attached to
this letter, you will find in excess of 800 names and addresses of people who have all agreed that the following three
(3) items are of critical importance. They are:

1} All improvements must remain within existing Right of Way:

2} Alternative transportation modes must be investigated;

3) Quality-of-Life issues of the residents and neighborhoods must not be affected.
I understand that each person who signed the petition will have these 3 items attributed as their comment. | also
understand that that each person who signed this petition will have their name added to TxDOT’s notification list for
any future public meeting concerning the 1-45 North-Hardy Planning Study.

Also attached are comment cards from that evening, and we would like those comments attributed to this project as
well the individuals names and addresses added to TxDOT’s notification list.

Many of the comment cards have questions that were not answered that evening. We were told that these questions,
if forwarded to you, would be answered. If you would like me to help forward the answers, | would be happy to help.

Itis our desire to be involved with the process and we want to work with you and TxDOT in coming to decisions that
will affect us all.

Please contact me if | can be of any assistance. Thank you again for your help.

incerely,

SCANNED On

Jim Weston, Chair

I-45 Coalition MAR 1 1 2005 )
: & =
Attachments: {op y
Copies of petitions \\féﬁggus HOY

Copies of comment cards with comments
Copies of comment cards with addresses only
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1-45 PETITION / 1-45 PETICION

We, the undersigned, understand that the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) and/or others are studying the feasibility of increasing the number of traffic lanes within the 1-45 North Corridor between 1-10/Katy

F.nnimu.mnaroovEoZoﬂE.Som_.ommvgwm:wnoznnaaa535@ possibility of people losing their property, their homes and their neighborhood. If any construction is undertaken, we require TxXDOT and/or others to follow
these three (3) constraints:

1) All improvements must remain within existing Right of Way (no taking of additional property)
2) Alternative transportation modes must be investigated

3) Quality-of-Life Issues of Residents and Neighborhoods must not be affected (air quality, noise, flooding, increased traffic in neighborhood, etc)

Nosotros, los subscritos, tenemos entendido que el Departamento de Transportacion del Estado de Texas (TxDOT) y/u otros estan estudiando la posibilidad de aumentar el numero de cariles de trafico en la carretera 1-45 entre

Enmﬂoﬁ_.mHa_o:ﬁm?u\_mo_oZonn.ZOmonOWnm::domnmﬁnnmw_ansﬁano:vmaomnoz_m posibilidad de que residentes del area pierdan sus propiedades, sus hogares y su vecindario. Si alguna construccion es emprendida,
nosotros requerimos TXDOT y/u otros a seguir estas tres (3) restrinciones:

I)  Todo mejoramiento debera permanecer dentro de la existente propiedad del estado (I-45) (sin la adquirir propiedades adicionales)
2) Alternativos modos de transportacion deben ser investigados

3) La calidad de vida de los residents y vecindarios no deberan ser afectados negativamente (calidad de aire, ruido, inundaciones, aumento de trafico en vecindarios, etc)

Name / Nombre Address / Direccion Signature / Firma
(Please print Legible) (Por favor escriba con claridad) {Street, City, Zip) (Calle, Ciudad, Codigo Postal)

E-Mail Address / Direccion de correo electronico
/ To get updates and notices Para obtener fechas y noticias
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When completed, or for additional petitions, please contact the I-45 Coalition at 713.816.0444 or 713.683.5188
Cuando este formulario este completd, o para peticiones adicionales, or favor llame al 1-45 Coalicién 713.816.0444 0 713.683.5188




We, the undersigned, under:

these three (3) constraints:
1) All improvements must remain within ex

stand that the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) and/or others are stud
Freeway and Loop 610 North. We are especially concerne

1-45 PETITION / 1-45 PETICION

ying the feasibility of increasing the number of traffic lanes within the 1-45 North Corridor between I-10/Katy
d with the possibility of people losing their property, their homes and their neighborhood. If any construction is undertaken, we require TxDOT and/or others to follow

isting Right of Way (no taking of additional property)

2) Alternative transportation modes must be investigated

3) Quality-of-Life Issues of Residents and Neighborhoods must not be affected (air quality,

noise, flooding, increased traffic in neighborhood, etc)

Nosotros, los subscritos, tenemos entendido que el Departamento de Trans

la carretera I-10/Katy y la 610 Norte. Nosotros es
nosotros requerimos TxDOT y/u otros a seguir est
1) Todo mejoramiento debera permanecer d

portacion del Estado de Texas (TXxDOT) y/u otros estan estudiando la posibilidad de aumentar el numero de cariles de trafico en la carretera I-45 entre

tamos especialmente preocupados con la posibilidad de que residentes del area pierdan sus propiedades, sus hogares y su vecindario. Si alguna construccion es emprendida,
as tres (3) restrinciones:

entro de la existente propiedad del estado (I-45) (sin la adquirir propiedades adicionales)

2) Alternativos modos de transportacion deben ser investigados

3) Lacalidad de vida de los residents y vecindarios no deberan

ser afectados negativamente (calidad de aire, ruido, inundaciones, aumento de trafico en vecindarios, etc)

Name / Nombre
{Please print Legible) {Por favor escriba con claridad)

4

E-Mail Address / Direccion de correo electronico
To get updates and notices Para obtener fechas y noticias

Address / Direccion Signature / Firma
(Street, City, Zip) (Calle, Ciudad, Codigo Postal)
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When completed, or for additional petitions, please contact the 1-45 Coalition at 713.816.0444 or 713.683.5188
Cuando este formulario este completo, o para peticiones adicionales, or favor llame al 1-45 Coalicion 713.816.0444 o 71 3.683.5188




=42 FEIVLIUN | -4 PEL1ICIUON
We, the undersigned, understand that the Texas Department of Transportation (TXDOT) and/or others are studying the feasibility of increasing the number of traffic lanes within the 1-45 North Corridor between I- 10/Katy

Freeway and Loop 610 North. We are especially concerned with the possibility of people losing their property, their homes and their neighborhood. If any construction is undertaken, we require TkxDOT and/or others to follow
these three (3) constraints:

1) All improvements must remain within existing Right of Way ?o taking of additional property)
2) Alternative transportation modes must be investigated

3) Quality-of-Life Issues of Residents and Neighborhoods must not be affected (air quality, noise, flooding, increased traffic in neighborhood, etc)

Nosotros, los subscritos, tenemos entendido que el Departamento de Transportacion del Estado de Texas (TxDOT) y/u otros estan estudiando la posibilidad de aumentar el numero de cariles de trafico en la carretera I-45 entre

_mnmqnﬁiS\Wme_mm_OZonoZOmoqomnmsaomnmnnoﬁ_ananEnognmaomoo:_mvom._c:amaamn:mHmamnﬁmao_ﬁmwva&mﬁmcm propiedades, sus hogares y su vecindario. Si alguna construccion es emprendida,
nosotros requerimos TxDOT yfu otros a seguir estas tres (3) restrinciones:

1) Todo mejoramiento debera permanecer dentro de la existente propiedad del estado (I-43) (sin la adquirir propiedades adicionales)
2) Alternativos modos de transportacion deben ser investigados

3) La calidad de vida de los residents y vecindarios no deberan ser afectados negativamente (calidad de aire, ruido, inundaciones, aumento de trafico en vecindarios, etc)

Name / Nombre

(Please print Legible) (Por favor escriba con claridad)

Address / Direccion
{Street, City, Zip) (Calle, Ciudad, Codigo Postal)

Signature / Firma E-Mail Address / Direccion de correo electronico

To get updates and notices Para obtener fechas y noticias
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When completed, or for maa_zwkm_ petitions, please contact the 1-45 Coalition at 713.816.0444 or 713.683.5188
Cuando este formulario este completd, o para peticiones adicionaies, or favor llame al i-45 Coalicion 713.816.0444 o 713.683.5188




1-45 PETITION / 1-45 PETICION

We, the undersigned, understand that the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) and/or others are studying the feasibility of increasing the number of traffic lanes within the 1-45 North Corridor between [-10/Katy
Freeway and Loop 610 North. We are especially concerned with the possibility of people losing their property, their homes and their neighborhood. If any construction is undertaken, we require TxDOT and/or others to follow

these three (3) constraints:

1} All improvements must remain within QWQ:%EWE of Way (no taking of additional property)
2) Alternative transportation modes must be investigated

3) Quality-of-Life Issues of Residents and Neighborhoods must not be affected (air quality, noise, flooding,

increased traffic in neighborhood, etc)

Nosotros, los subscritos, tenemos entendido que el Departamento de Transportacion del Estado de Texas (TXDOT) y/u otros estan estudiando la posibilidad de aumentar el numero de cariles de trafico en Ia carretera I1-45 entre
la carretera [-10/Katy y la 610 Norte. Nosotros estamos especialmente preocupados con la posibilidad de que residentes del area pierdan sus propiedades, sus hogares y su vecindario. Si alguna construccion es emprendida,

nosotros requerimos TXDOT y/u otros a seguir estas tres (3) restrinciones:

1) Todo mejoramiento debera permanecer dentro de la existente propiedad del estado (I-45) (sin la adquirir propiedades adicionales)

2) Alternativos modos de transportacion deben ser investigados

3) Lacalidad de vida de los residents y vecindarios no deberan ser afectados negativamente (calidad de aire, ruido,

inundaciones, aumento de trafico en vecindarios, etc)

Name / Nembre
{Please print Legible) (Por favor escriba con claridad)

Address [/ Direccion
(Street, City, Zip) (Calle, Ciudad, Codigo Postal)

Signature / Firma E-

Mail Address / Direccion de correo electronico
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When

petitions, please contact the 1-45 Coalition at 713.816.0444 or 713.683.5188

Cuando este formulario este completd, o para peticiones adicionales, or favor llame al 1-45 Coalicion 713.816.0444 o 713.683.5188




1-45 PETITION / 1-45 PETICION

We, the undersigned, understand that the Texas Department of Transpertation (TxDOT) and/or others are studying the feasibility of increasing the number of traffic lanes within the 145 North Corridor between I-10/Katy
Freeway and Loop 610 North. We are especially concerned with the possibility of people losing their property, their homes and their neighborhood. If any construction is undertaken, we require TxDOT and/or others to follow
these three (3) constraints:

1) All improvements must remain within mxwmﬁmzmﬂuwwmrﬁ of Way (no taking of additional property)
2) Alternative transportation modes must be investigated

3) Quality-of-Life Issues of Residents and Neighborhoods must not be affected (air quality, noise, flooding, increased traffic in neighborhood, etc)

Nosotros, los subscritos, tenemos entendido que el Departamento de Transportacion del Estado de Texas (TxDOT) y/u otros estan estudiando la posibilidad de aumentar el numero de cariles de trafico en 1a carretera [-45 entre

la carretera I-10/Katy y 1a 610 Norte. Nosotros estanios especialmente preocupados con la posibilidad de que residentes del area pierdan sus propiedades, sus hogares y su vecindario. Si alguna construccion es emprendida,
nosotros requerimos TxDOT y/u otros a seguir estas tres (3) restrinciones:

1) Todo mejoramiento debera permanecer dentro de Ia existente propiedad del estado (1-45) (sin la adquirir propiedades adicionales)
2) Alternativos modos de transportacion deben ser investigados

3) Lacalidad de vida de los residents y vecindarios no deberan ser afectados negativamente (calidad de aire, ruido, inundaciones, aumento de trafico en vecindarios, etc)

Name / Nombre Address / Direccion Signature / Firma E-Mail Address / Direccion de correo electronico
(Piease print Legible) (Porfavor escriba con claridad) (Street, City, Zip) (Calle, Ciudad, Codigo Postal) To get updates and notices Para obtener fechas y noticias
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When completed, or for additional petitions, please contact the 1-45 Coalition at 713.816.0444 or 713.683.5188
Cuando este formulario este completo, o para peticiones adicionales, or favor llame al |45 Coalicién 713.816.0444 o0 713.683.5188




1-45 PETITION / 1-45 PETICION

We, the undersigned, understand that the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) and/or others are studying the feasibility of increasing the number of traffic lanes within the 1-45 North Corridor between I- 10/Katy
Freeway and Loop 610 North. We are especially concerned with the possibility of people losing their property, their homes and their neighborhood. If any construction is undertaken, we require TXDOT and/or others to follow
these three (3) constraints:

1) Allimprovements must remain within existing’ EQE of Way (no taking of additional property)
2) Alternative transportation modes must be investigated

3) Quality-of-Life Issues of Residents and Neighborhoods must not be affected (air quality, noise, flooding, increased traffic in neighborhood, etc)

Nosotros, los subscritos, tenemos entendido que el U%mnwanao de Transportacion del Estado de Texas (TxDOT) y/u otros estan estudiando la posibilidad de aumentar el numero de cariles de trafico en la carretera 145 entre

la carretera I-10/Katy y la 610 Norte. Nosotros estamios especialmente preocupados con la posibilidad de que residentes del area pierdan sus propiedades, sus hogares y su vecindario. Si alguna construccion es emprendida,
nosotros requerimos TxDOT y/u otros a seguir estas tres (3) restrinciones:

1) Todo mejoramiento debera permanecer dentro de la existente propiedad del estado (1-45) (sin la adquirir propiedades adicionales)
2) Alternativos modos de transportacion deben ser investigados

3) Lacalidad de vida de los residents y vecindarios no deberan ser afectados negativamente (calidad de aire, ruido, inundaciones, aumento de trafico en vecindarios, etc)

Name / Nombre Address / Direccion Signature / Firma E-Mail Address / Direccion de correo electronico
(Please print Legible) (Por favor escriba con claridad) (Street, City, Zip)  (Calle, Ciudad, Codigo Postal) ( \y To get updates and notices Para obtener fechas y noticias
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When completed, or for additionai petitions, please contact the 1-45 Coalition at 713.816.0444 or 713.683.5188
Cuando este formulario este completo, o para peticiones adicionales, or favor llame al 1-45 Coalicion 713.816.0444 o 713.683.5188




1-45 PETITION / 1-45 PETICION

We, the undersigned, understand that the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) and/or others are studying the feasibility of increasing the number of traffic lanes within the 1-45 North Corridor between 1-1 O/Katy
Freeway and Loop 610 North. We are especially concerned with the possibility of people losing their property, their homes and their neighborhood. If any construction is undertaken, we require TxDOT and/or others to follow
these three (3) constraints: :

1) All improvements must remain within oxmm::m.. Right of Way (no taking of additional property)
2) Alternative transportation modes must be investigated

3) Quality-of-Life Issues of Residents and Neighborhoods must not be affected (air quality, noise, flooding, increased traffic in neighborhood, etc)

Nosotros, los subscritos, tenemos entendido que el Departamento de Transportacion del Estado de Texas (TXDOT) y/u otros estan estudiando la posibilidad de aumentar el numero de cariles de trafico en la carretera 1-45 entre
la carretera 1-10/Katy y la 610 Norte. Nosotros estamos especialmente preocupados con la posibilidad de que residentes del area pierdan sus propiedades, sus hogares y su vecindario. Si alguna construccion es emprendida,,
nosotros requerimos TxDOT y/u otros a seguir estas tres (3) restrinciones:

1) Todo mejoramiento debera permanecer dentro de la existente propiedad del estado (1-45) (sin la adquirir propiedades adicionales)
2) Alternativos modos de transportacion deben ser investigados

3) Lacalidad de vida de los residents y vecindarios no deberan ser afectados negativamente (calidad de aire, ruido, inundaciones, aumento de trafico en vecindarios, etc)

Name / Nombre Address / Direccion Signature / Firma E-Mail Address / Direccion de correo electronico
{Please print Legible) (Por favor escriba con dlaridad) (Street, City, Zip)  (Calie, Ciudad, Codigo Postal) . To get updates and notices Para obtener fechas y noticias
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When completed, or for additional petitions, please contact the 1-45 Coalition at 713.816.0444 or 713.683.5188
Cuando este formulario este completd, o para peticiones adicionales, or favor llame al 1-45 Coalicion 713.816.0444 o 713.683.5188




1-45 PETITION / 1-45 PETICION

We, the undersigned, understand that the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) and/or others are studying the feasibility of increasing the number of traffic lanes within the [-45 North Corridor between 1- 10/Katy
Freeway and Loop 610 North. We are especially concerned with the possibility of people losing their property, their homes and their neighborhood. If any construction is undertaken, we require TXDOT and/or others to follow
these three (3) constraints:

'
%

1) All improvements must remain within oxmmnum.”,ﬁmg of Way (no taking of additional property)
2) Alternative transportation modes must be investigated

3) Quality-of-Life Issues of Residents and Neighborhoods must not be affected (air quality, noise, flooding, increased traffic in neighborhood, etc)

Nosotros, los subscritos, tenemos entendido que el Departamento de Transportacion del Estado de Texas (TxDOT) y/u otros estan estudiando la posibilidad de aumentar el numero de cariles de trafico en la carretera [-45 entre

la carretera [-10/Katy y 1a 610 Norte. Nosotros estamos especialmente preocupados con la posibilidad de que residentes del area pierdan sus propiedades, sus hogares y su vecindario. Sialguna construccion es emprendida,
nosotros requerimos TxDOT y/u otros a seguir estas tres (3) restrinciones:

1) Todo mejoramiento debera permanecer dentro de la existente propiedad del estado (1-45) (sin la adquirir propiedades adicionales)
2) Altemativos modos de transportacion deben ser investigados

3) Lacalidad de vida de los residents y vecindarios no deberan ser afectados negativamente (calidad de aire, ruido, inundaciones, aumento de trafico en vecindarios, etc)

Name / Nombre Address [/ Direccion Signature / Firma E-Mail Address / Direccion de correo electronico
(Please print Legible) (Por favor escriba con claridad) (Street, City, Zip) {Calle, Ciudad, Codigo Postal) . ~
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When completed, or for additional petitions, please contact the [-45 Coalition at 713.816.0444 or 713.683.5188
Cuando este formulario este completd, o para peticiones adicionales, or favor llame al 1-45 Coalicion 713.816.0444 o 713.683.5188




1-45 PETITION / 1-45 PETICION

We, the undersigned, understand that the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) and/or others are studying the feasibility of increasing the number of traffic lanes within the 1-45 North Corridor between I-10/Katy
Freeway and Loop 610 North, We are especialty nc:nm:ﬁa with the possibility of people losing their property, their homes and their neighborhood. If any construction is undertaken, we require TxDOT and/or others to follow
these three (3} constraints:

1) All improvements must remain within nxamsc W_m_.: of Way (no taking of additional property)

2) Alternative transportation modes must be investigated

3) Quality-of-Life Issues of Residents and Neighborhoods must not be affected (air quality, noise, flooding, increased traffic in neighborhood, etc)

Nosotros, los subscritos, tenemos entendido que el Departamento de Transportacion del Estado de Texas (TxDOT

) Y/u otros estan estudiando la posibilidad de aumentar el numero de cariles de trafico en la carretera 145 entre
la carretera I-10/Katy y la 610 Norte. Nosotros estamos especialmente preocupados con la posibilidad de que residentes del area pierdan sus propiedades, sus hogares y su vecindario. Si alguna construccion es emprendida,
nosotros requerimos TxDOT y/u otros a seguir estas tres (3) restrinciones:

1) Todo mejoramiento debera permanecer dentro de la existente propiedad del estado (1-45) (sin la adquirir propiedades adicionales)
2) Alternativos modos de transportacion deben ser investigados

3) Lacalidad de vida de los residents y vecindarios no deberan ser afectados negativamente (calidad de aire, ruido, inundaciones, aumento de trafico en vecindarios etc)

Name / Nombre Address / Direccion Signature / Firma E-Mail Address / Direccion de correo electronico
(Please print Legible) {Par favor escriba con claridad) (Street, City, Zip) (Calle, Ciudad, Codigo Postal) To get updates and notices Para obtener fechas y noticias
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When completed, or for additional petitions, please contact the 1-45 Coalition at 713. 816.0444 or 713.683.5188
Cuando este formulario este completé, o para peticiones adicionales, or favor llame al 1-45 Coalicion 713.816.0444 o 713.683.5188




1-45 PETITION / 1-45 PETICION

We, the undersigned, understand that the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) and/or others are studying the feasibility of i increasing the number of traffic lanes within the 1-45 North Corridor between I- 10/Katy
Freeway and Loop 610 North. We are especially concerned with the possibility of people losing their property, their homes and their neighborhood. If any construction is undertaken, we require TXDOT and/or others to follow
these three (3) constraints: :

1) All improvements must remain within existing Right of Way (no taking of additional property)
2} Alternative transportation modes must be investigated

3) Quality-of-Life Issues of Residents and Neighborhoods must not be affected (air quality, noise, flooding, increased traffic in neighborhood, etc)

Nosotros, los subscritos, tenemos entendido que el Departamento de Transportacion del Estado de Texas (TxDOT) y/u otros estan estudiando la posibilidad de aumentar el numero de cariles de trafico en la carretera 145 entre
la carretera I-10/Katy y 1a 610 Norte. Nosotros estamos especialmente preocupados con la posibilidad de que residentes del area pierdan sus propiedades, sus hogares y su vecindario. Si alguna construccion es emprendida,
nosotros requerimos TXDOT y/u otros a seguir estas tres (3) restrinciones:

1) Todo mejoramiento debera permanecer dentro de la existente propiedad del estado (1-45) (sin la adquirir propiedades adicionales)
2) Alternativos modos de transportacion deben ser investigados

3) La calidad de vida de los residents y vecindarios no deberan ser afectados negativamente (calidad de aire, ruido, inundaciones, aumento de trafico en vecindarios ete)

Name / Nombre Address / Direccion mﬁ:mEqm ! Firma E-Mail Address / Direccion de correo electronico
(Please print Legible) (Por févor escriba con o,m_.am& (Street, City, Zip) (Calle, Ciudad, Codigo Postal) To get updates and notices Para obtener fechas y noticias
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